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IN TITLE o, 


\ Serious Enquiry into the Burgeſs 
Oaths of Edinburgh, Perth, and 


Glaſgow. 


Fl HERE Envymng ant Strife is, there 
is Confuſion and every evil Wark, 
Diviſion among Chriftians, even 
ſuch as profeſs the ſame Way, ſel- 
om fails to breed Alienation of Affection among 
em, which frequently breaks forth in judg- 
g, reproaching, and reviling one another; 
hereby the Succeſs of the Goſpel is exceed- 
boly marred, the Ends of a Teſtimony for the 
clarative Glory of God, in a great Meaſure, 
uſtrated, and the Intereſt of the Kingdom of 
arkneſs mightily promoted, it being the Sport 
Hell to ſee the Church militant againft her- 


f, and the Enemy becoming triumphant. 
—*.” No- 


15 


* 


7 | ] 1 
Nothing has a greater Tendency to produce 
theſe fatal Effects, than the raiſing of new Diſ- 
putes about ancient Practices, which were ne- 
ver before the Subject of a Teſtimony in the 
Church, even when as great Strictneſs was 
profeſſed,” as can now be pretended unto. It 
muſt be owned, that the Lawfulneſs of the 

' Burgeſs Oath in general, or of the Form in 
which it has been conceived and ſworn for a 
long time, in the Cities of Edinburgh, Perth, 
and Gla/gow in particular, is a Point, which 
was never ſo much as once called in Queſtion 
in the church of Scotland, till of late: And 
ſurely it ought to-be upon very ſtrong and 

. weighty: Reaſons, and ſuch as have ſomething 
of ſelf-evidencing Light, that one ſhould raiſe 

A Debate upon a Qreltion of this Nature, which 
© has paſſed unquarrelled for ſo many Years; e- 
ei as it carries along with it a tacite Re- 
fleckion upon our worthy Reformers and Suffer- 
ers, as i hey had buried a ſinful Practice a- 
mong them in profound Silence, without giv- 
ing the leaſt Shadow of a Teſtimony againſt it. 

- -Whoever be concerned in this Review, 
they can aſſure the Publick, that it was with 
the utmoſt Reluctancy they engaged therein. 
Whatever was their own private Judgment 
about the Burgeſs Oath, they could have main- 
tained Chriſtian Fellowſhip and Communion 
with thoſe who. differed from them in this 
Matter, without troubling the Church with 
their own Sentiment, upon a new Queſtion of 


_ *this kind, which they could heartily wiſh had 


never. been broached. But fince ſome officrous 


Author, has had the Aſſurance to take the Field, 
| in 


4) 
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„ 


into the 
and Glaſgow ; wherein the groſſeſt Ai fates, 


Er 


in a 3 intituled, A Serious Enquiry 
urgeſs Waths © of Edinburgh, Perth, 


Fallbaads, and Miſrepreſentations are aſſerted 


for Truths; whereby ſeveral well-meaning Peo- | 
ple have been ſadly impoſed upon, and induced 


to entertain very uncharitable and unbecoming 
Thoughts of their Brethren, as if they appeared 
in the Defence of the moſt Heaven-daring, and 


God-provoking Sins, becauſe they cannot go 


the length of condemning the faid Oaths as ſin- 
ful, nor conſent to its being impoſed asa Term 
of Communion, that the Snfulneſs of - them be 
acknowledged : And fince the main Topicks, 
that have been lately inſiſted on againſt the 
Burgeſs Oath, ate collected in that Pamphlet, 
it is thought neceſſary, for the Defence of 


Truth, and for wiping off ſome Duſt, that has 


been caſt upon our Reformation; as alſo for 
vindicating the Characters of theſe who were 
againſt raiſing any Debate about this Queſtion, 
to ſet the whole Affair anent the Burgeſs Oath, 
in a clear Light, and at the ſame Lime, ex- 
amine the Arguments wherewith it has been 
blackned in the ſaid Pamphlet. 

The Egotiſm or Selt-conceit which is diſ- 
covered in this Performance, together with the 
Author's Forwardneſs in appearing frft upon 


the Field; whereof he boaſts, pag. 3. This 


eG Eſſay, ſays he, is the firſt, ſo far as I know, 
upon the Subject of the Burgeſs Oath, — it 
is therefore manifeſt, I have neither plowed 
with any other Man's Heifer, nor contem- 
<< ned his better Order:“ And left any ſhould 
forget he was the fir/? Author upon this Subject, 
he 


ce 


e 
he ſays again, pag. 14. Nothing of this Na- ir 
ture, is, that I know of, N. any other tl 
Hand;“ although it is obvious that he has n 
plowed. with another-Man's Heifer, in correc- A 
ting his ſenſeleſs Interpretation of the Latin E 
Maxim, pag. 18. among the Errata, pag. 6. * 
ſides it is notour, that before this Enguiry h! 
was publiſhed, the Subſtance of it was delivered t 
in a publick meeting, by one whom Charity b 
will not allow to have acted the Plagiary: Fur- 
ther, the manifeſt Contradictions, and palpable F 
Ignorance of our Conſtitution, b8th in Church WF * 
and State, which appear even from a curſory 0 
View of this Performance, tended, with what 
is above obſerved, to breed ſuch an univerſal 
Diſtaſte and Neglect thereof in all ſober Minds, MW | 
that it is probable the Author would have re- 4 
mained elone upon the Field, without any An- 
tzgoniſt, who ſhould think it worth his while 
to engage him, if it were not that the ſame Ar- 
guments are uſed by others, whoſe Praiſe is, 
otherways, in the Goſpel, througbbout the Churches, 


whereby the Minds of many of the godly thro' 7 
the Land, are diverted from the Vitals of Reli- 4 
gion, and are in Hazard of tything Mint, * 
Aniſe, and Cummin, to the omitting of the * 
weightier Matters of the Law: It is on this 4 
Account allenarly that a Review of this Ex- a: 
QuIRY is attempted. _ ot 
There are three Pofitions on which the En- 2 
guiry is founded; (1.) That the Burgeſs Oath 2 
bas no Authority in Law. 2.) That the | 
Words of an Oath remaining the ſame, it may f 
notwithſtanding be variable in its Senſe and 7 


Meaning. (3.) That an Oath is to be taken 
"I 


N 


/ in the Senſe of the Impoſer, altho' the Words | 3 
S themſelves, in their ordinary Acceptation, do 4 


not bear that Senſe. Theſe three Tenets of the | 7 
Author run thro? the whole of his Performance; : 
He harps upon them again and again, as if they | ' 
were Principles univerſally received ; hereupon þ 
his whole Building ſtands, and conſequently if 9 
theſe Pillars are brought down, his whole Fa- * = 
brick falls. | = 
It will therefore be neceſſary in the firſt | 
Place to examine theſe Poſitions of the Author, 
and then the Subject Matter of the Burgeſs 
Oath itſelf, ſhall be confidered. As to the 
FIRST of the above-mentiond Tenets, viz. | 
That the Burgeſs Oath has no Autharity in Law. 
This is what the Inguirer blindly averrs wich 
a deal of Aſſurance once and again, particu- ol 
larly pag. 22. The Burgeſs Oath was never 1 
<* impoſed, authorifed or countenanced by tze al 
„Legiflator, but meerly by the Magiſtrates of 
the reſpeCtive Burghs, as is well known to 
** ſuch as are verſant in the Acts of Parliament.“ 
And pag. 70. By the Claim of Right -—it 
is declared, that the impoſing of Oaths, 
without the Authority of Parliament, is con- 
„ trary to Law. And the keeneft Contenders 
for the Burgeſs Oath have not pretended to 
its being thus authoriſed, therefore the Bur- 
** gels Oath is not only without all Law, but 
** contrary to it, and confequently ought to be 
** diſcharged, at leaſt refuſed, by all honeſt - 
** Burgeſfes,” To the fame Purpoſe he ſpeaks, 
page 5, 50, Sc. The Reader will eaſiy ob- 
ſerve, that the only Argument he here ad- 
vances, beſides bare Aﬀertion, is this, The 


«c keen- 


8 1 
00 | keeneft Contenders (ſays he) for the Burgc{ 
C Oath, have not pretended to its being au- 
5 thoriſed by Law, therefore it is not only 
without all Law, but contrary to it.“ But 
will it follow, becauſe the teene/t Contender: 
for the Burgeſs Oath, as he calls them, did 
not in their reaſoning, produce the Authority 
of Law for the ſaid Oath, that therefore it i 
without all Law, and contrary to it? Suppoſe 
the keeneſt Contenders for the Burgeſs Oath, 
to be as ignorant of the Laws anent it, as the 
Inguirer ſeems to be, will it therefore follow, 
that the Burgeſs Oath is without all Law, and 
contrary to it? The Weakneſs and Abſurdity 
of this kind of reaſoning is obvious to every 
one. 

That the Burgeſs Oath is founded in Law, 
will appear from à Paſſage of Leges Burgorum, 
or the Laws and Conſtitutions of Burghs, made 
by King David the I. (in the 12th Century) 
Chap. 2. of the new made Burgeſs. ©** Quha 
eis made of new the King's Burgeſs, firſt he 
© {all ſweare to be faithful and true to the 
+ King, and his Baillies, and Community of 
„the Burgh, in the quhilk he is made Bur- 
* gefs.” And on the Margin of the Engliß 
Copy, is as follows, By reading James III. 
4% Parl. 7. Cap. 53. ze fall underſtand theſe 
* Laws to be authentick.” The Words of 
the Act referr'd to, are “ annent the Airſhip 

of moveable Guds that the Aires of Barrones, 
„ Gentlemen and Free-halders ſall have: It 
„ is ſtatute and ordained, that the ſaidis Aires 
« fall have the beſt of ilk a thing, and after the 


<« Statute of the BURROW- Laws, and as it 
CC 1 18 
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te js conteined in the ſamin.” Accordingly we 


find in Maclenzte's Inſlitutions of the Law f 


Scotland, page 3, 4. That“ our written mu- 
ce nicipal Law comprehends (.) Our Statutory 
& Law, which conſiſts in our Statutes, or Acts 
* of Parliament. (2.) The Acts of Sederunt 
cc (3.) The Books of Regiam Mage/ta- 
tem, which are generally looked upon as a 
& Part of our Law; which; with the Leges 
„ Burgorum, and the other Tractates join'd 
„by Skeen to them, are called the o Books 
<« of our Law, by many expreſs Acts of Par- 
„ liament.” And the Author of the Notes up- 
on the Inſtitutions, is of the ſame Mind. 
Having thus ſhewed the Authority of Law, 
about 500 Years ſtanding, for the Subflance 
of the Burgeſs Oath, as it relates to the King, 
Magiſtrates, and Privileges of the Burgh in 
general, it were eaſy to . that every Ar- 
ticle relating to the Immunities of the Burgh in 
particular, as ſpecify'd in the Oaths of Edin- 
burgh, Perth and Glaſgow, is founded upon ex- 
preſs Acts of Parliament, made in Favours of 
Royal Burrows: And as to the firft Clauſe in 
ſome Burgeſs Oaths, anent Religion, it is as 
eaſy to ſhew, that this is alſo agreeable to Law; 
for after the Reformation, there were many ex- 
preſs Acts of Parliament made againſt Popery, 
and in Favours of the true Religion, profeſſed 
from the Holy Scriptures, in our u Confeſ- 
hon of Faith, ratify'd and approven in Parlia- 
ment, Anno 1567, And it is particularly de- 
clared, That none ſhall be reputed loyal Sub- 
jects in the Eye of the Law, but ſuch as pro- 
feſs the ſaid true Religion, Act 47. Parl. 3. 
B | King 


| King James VI, Anno 1 2 Ih Seeing the Cauſe 


. 8 


God's trew Religion and his Heineſs Au- 
** thority are ſa joyned, as the Hurt of the ane 
is common to baith, it is theirfoir declared, 
<« ſtatute and ordaned That nane fall be 
* repute as loyal and faithful Subjectes to our 
6 9 Soveraine Lord or his Authoritie, bot be 
<< puniſhable as Rebellaras and Gainſtanderes 
*© of the ſamin, quhilk ſall not give their Con- 
„ feſſion and make their Profeſſion of the ſaid 
** trew Religion.“ Since this was the Caſe, 
the Magiſtrates of Burghs could not act agree- 
able to , ab if they conferr'd the Privileges 
of their Burgh upon any, but ſuch as ſhould ſo- 
lemnly promiſe, that they, would profeſs the 
true Religion, preſently profeſſed within this 
Realm, and authorized by the Laws thereof, 
renouncing the Roman Religion, called Papi- 


ftry, eſpecially as Magiſtrates of Burghs were 


required by ſeveral expreſs Acts of Parliament 
at that Time, to put ſtrictly in Execution the 


Laws againſt Popery, and in Favours of the 


true Religion. 

As this laudable Zeal for hs Truth, appeared 
in ſome of our moſt conſiderable Burghs, ſoon 
after the Reformation, by requiring theſe who 
ſhould. be intitled to their Privileges, to ſwear 
ſolemnly to renounce Popery, and to abide at, 
and defend the true Religion, ſo the ſaid Clauſe 
of their Oath, has, in Providence, paſs'd thro” 
all the Boavolutions ſince that Time, without a- 
ny Alteration, and therefore has Preſcription 
on its Side, which is equal to the Authority of 


Law. In Oppoſition to this Argument, for | 
the legal Authority of the Burgeſs Oath, drawn 


from 


Pa «a mm 1 nnn as 


from immemorial Cuſtom, the Inquirer af- 


EIT: 
firms, page 28. That if uninterrupted Uſe 
„ and Wont, or 40 Years Poſſeſſion did found 
% good Right in all Caſes, then Paganiſin 
e ſhould claim the Preference of Chriſtianity, 
and Popery of Proteſtantiſm. It is anſwer- 
ed, that he goes upon a falſe Suppoſition; for 
he ſuppoſes that Paganiſm and Popery ſubſiſted 
for many Ages, without any Teſtimony for 
the Truth in Oppoſition to them, and that. for 
a certain Time there was no true Church upon 
the Earth; without this Suppoſition his Argu- 


ment has no Senſe ; for Popery cannot claim 


Preſcription, unleſs it be ſuppoſed to have ex- 
iſted a conſiderable Time without any Teſti- 
mony againſt it, which it never did ; becauſe, 
there never was, and never will be any Period 
wherein the Lord Jeſus will not have ſome. to 
witneſs for his Truth upon Earth, We main- 
tain againſt the Papiſis, that the Antiquity of 
a Church, viſible as to Numbers, is not a ſuf- 
ficient Mark of a true Church, becauſe accord- 
ing to Conf. Chap. 25. Sect. 4. The Catho- 
lick Church hath been ſometimes more, ſonie- 
times leſs viſible; and therefore, at the ſame 


Time we maintain, that a Teſtimony for the 


Truth may be in the Hands of a few, even of 


two Witneſſes, Rev. 11. 3. againſt a numerous 


Body who have departed from the Truth : Ac- 
cordingly in the darkeſt Times of Paganiſm and 
Popery, there has always been ſuch a Teſtimo- 
ny ſomewhere, and theſe few made the true 


Church at that Time: So that our Author by 


yielding Preſcription to Popery, has yielded to 
the Papiſis, that immediately before the Refor- 
. mation, 


75 


* | 


oe” ee | 


mation, there was no true Church but the 


Church of Rome. It is acknowledged with the 


Author, that Uſe and Mont are not Terms pro- 
perly applicable to Religion, and that Religion 
receives its Authority from God, againſt whoſe 


Inſtitutions no Preſcription can run. But al- 


tho* we do not plead Preſcription in Favours of 
the true Religion, yet we do, and ought war- 


rantably to plead it in Favours of a Civil Oath, 


wherein there is a Clauſe anent the true Reli- 


gion, and in Defence thereof again{a falſe Re- 


ſigion; and as ſuch an Oath has been eſtabliſh: d 
by immemorial uninterrupted Cuſtom, it has 
therefore the Authority of a Law. The Author 
further aflerts, That the Alteration of the 
King's Name in the Allegiance of the iurgels 
Oath, at every new Reign, obviates the Pre- 
ſcription thereof ; it is anſwered, That very 
Alteration has Preſcription upon its Side, 48 
the Nature of the Thing neceflarily requires 
ſuch an Alteration. | 
There is one Thing more the Author alledges 
on this Head, page 23. It is certain, that 
© the ſaid Oath is not authoriſed by Law, elſe 
„it were rational to preſume, it would not 
only be the ſame in Form every where thro? 
< all the Royal Burghs of Scotland, but it would 
© be impoſed indifferently upon every 2urge/; 
<« in every Burgh.” That it is not of the ſame 
Form in every Burgh, may be gueſſed at 
* (ſays he, page 22.) by others (not verſant 
ein Acts of Parliament) with abundant Cre- 
<« gdibility, from the following Circumſtances. 
„ (x.) That in ſome Zurghs in Scotland, as 
* Bruntiſſund, [ have been told there is 0 Bur- 


— 


1 


6 geſs Oath uſed.” But he is miſinformed 


the here, for Bruntiſland has a Burgeſs Oath, nei- 

ro- ther will he find one of the preſent Liſt of the 

ion Royal Byrghs in Scotland, but what uſes the Bur- 
5 geſs Oath. He goes on to tell us (2.) That 

al- 


sin other Burghs, as St. Andrews and Dum- 
fermline, tho“ they have a Burgeſs Oath, yet 
there is not one Word in it anent Religion. 


2 %% WE << (3.) That in others, as Stirling, there is not 
cli- one Word either anent Religion or the King.“ 
Re- But neither of theſe Circumftances will prove 
bed chat the Burgeſi Oath is not authorized by Law 
has for it is plain from the above Statute in the Bur- 
thor Wi Laus, That every new made Burgeſs is 
the bound to ſwear te be faithful and true to the 
els King., and his Baillies, and the Community of 
Pre- WK that Burgh, in the which he is made Burgeſs ; 
very WE accordingly the Oath in theſe- Burghs above- 
, as WS mentioned, binds to be faithful and true to the 
aircs Ws Magiſtrates and Community of the Burgh ; 
and their omitting the Intereſt of Religion and 
dges of the King, only proves that they come ſo far = 
that ſhort of the Law in theſe Points; for no partial RH 
ciſc Omiſſion by particular Burghs, of any Clauſe n 
| not of the Oath, will prove that that Clauſe has d 
thro no Authority in Law ; it will only evidence the 
'ould Neglect of the Magiſtrate, and can prove no \ 
rgefs more. It is probable, that after the Reforma- k 
ſame tion,” the Magiſtrates of ſome Burghs, might 
d at be leſs zealous for the true Religion in Oppo- 
rſant lition to Popery, than others were, which might 
Cre- 


be the Reaſon, why the Clauſe anent Religion 
= as omittg in ſome Burghs'at that Time, and 
be Neglect, hro' Inadvertency, never ſup- 
a. plyed ſnce; but ſeeing it is notour, that all 
2 J the. 


wherein the Intereſts and Privileges of the re- 


are admitted without ſwearing at all:“ Hel 


them, without being required formally to ſwear 


| [ I4 ] | 4 


o 


the Burghs in Scotland have a Burgeſs Oath, 


0 
ctive Burghs are ſworn to, tho' ſome of them ii 
uld want a particular Clauſe which others WW 
have, it will never follow, that the Thing itſelf in 
has no Authority in Law; yea, on the con- ſi 
trary, the unanimous Conſent, and immemo- Mac 
rial Practice of the whole Burghs, in impoſing F. 
a Burgeſs Oath, plainly ſpeaks for the Autho- er 
rity of Law on their Side. th 
Again, That the Burgeſs Oath is not impoſ- th 
ed indifferently upon every Burge/s, the Author 
labours to prove from this Circumſtance, “ That. 


* in Edinburgh, their Burgeſs Oath is not 2, 
„ ways impoſed, but many of the Burgeſſe q 
TI 


cc 


means, that ſome get a Guildry Ticket ſent 
cc 
the Oath; but this does not prove that tb“ 
Burgeſs Oath is not authoriſed by Law, it on 
proves, that ſome of theſe, to whom the im- 


| 
8 | 
poſing of the Oath is committed, are not vp** 


ſtrick in the Execution of the Law as the 


ſhould be. Will it follow that there are t: 
Acts of Parliament againſt profane ſwearing W**© t 
becauſe inferior Magiſtrates do not put thel 
ood Laws in Execution as they ſhould ? Be 
ides it will be found, that they who are admit 
ted Burgeſſes, without the Formality of Sweat 
ing, have, in the Boſom of their Ticket 
Words to this Purpoſe, having taken the Oat 
as Uſe ts; which very Practice is an Evidence 
that the taking of the Oath cannot in Law 
diſpenſed with, and that their Tickets woußhee 10 


pe null without it: Their voluntary acceptiY we 
| 4 


164 
cc ( 
f 
Lc | 
p 
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and 


diffe; 


Dath, E J. | 
e re- of their Trchets with the ſaid Clauſe, is 3 vir- 
them WW tua! Approbation of the Oath, as if they had 
:thers Wi formally ſworn it, and their Tickets will bear 
; itſelf WW in Law that they have actually ſworn it, being 
ſigned by the Cler4 of Court that they have 
done it, altho' in the preſent Caſe it be a plain 
Falſhood. 7 hus it is abundantly obvious from 
expreſs Satute, and immemorial Practice, That 
the Burgeſs Oath has Authority in Law, and fo 
poſ· ¶ the y of the above Poſitions falls to the Ground. 
Author A SECOND Poſition, maintained by the 
* "I bat [nguirer, is, That the Words of an Oath re- 
not 2|-Wmaining the ſame, the ſaid Oath may, notwith- 
rgeſle M//anding, be variable in its Senſe and Meaning. 
“ Hel This he affirins, pag. 28. This Oath hath 
et (ent*© undergone. Variations as to its Meaning, 
o {wearlne from the different Objects and Circumſtances, 
1at theſe to which it has been applyed. Now ſeeing 
it on {FE © that our Circumſtances andSituation (ſays he, 
the in p. 25.) and the Circumſtances and Situation 
not © of theſe who firſt impoſed and ſware the 
as the Burgeſs Oath, are fo vaſtly different, as 
are ! that they have not one and the ſameConfeſſion 
Tearing, to ſwear to, therefore, to uſe the Words of 
ut then the Aſſociate Preſbytery on another Occaſion, 
|? Be ( Anſwers to Mr. Nairn's Reaſons of Diſſent, 
admit: pag. 40.) The ſwearing of this Oath, as 
 Gweat: ſtript of a preſent Meaning, were an ex- 
Ticket ploding the Meaning, and extolling the 
the Oat Words,” &c. If the old Scots Confeſfion, 
videncW2nd the Veſiminſten Confeſſion of Faith were 
Law different and oppoſite Confeſſions, there would 
5 woußhe ſome Shadow of an Argument in what is 
cceptiiſf ere advanced, but in regard they are ſulſtan- 
ly, or upon the Matter the ſame, the mean- 
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out in the Veſtminſter Confeſſion, and there- 8 


5 16 J 


Rt X | 1 
ing of the Oath now, with Reſpect to the true iN | 
Religion, muſt be, upon the Matter, allo the 
ſage with what it was when firſt impoſed. ( 
That theſe Confeſſions are materially the ſame, c 
will appear from A of Aſſembly 1647. apptov- ſ 
ing the Weſtminſter. Conteſſion : The Word; . 
are, The faid Confeſſion being, upon due P 
* Examination thereof, found by the Aſſem- 

„ bly, to be moſt agreeable to the Word of 4 
God, and in nothing contrary to the received k 
& Doctrine — of this Kirk, — the General Aſ. a 
„ ſembly doth thereupon — approve the aid, W# d 
« Counfeſhon.” The received Deottrine of this oy 
Kirk, can bg no other but the Doctrine con- 
tained in the old or firſt Confeſſion, ratificd in O 
Parliament 1567. and the Judgment of th: an 
Aſſembly is, that the J/2/mun/ter Confeſſion is in WR. £2 
nothin” contrary to the ſaid fir Confeſſion; (o 7 
that the true Religion contained in the old Con- U 


feſſion, is the ſame true Religion which is held 


fore the Circumſtances of theſe who firſt impoſ 
ed and ſware the Burgeſs Oath, are not 6 
vaſtly different from Ours, as the Author would 
repreſent, and at the ſame Time very unfairly 
inſinuates, that there is a vaſt Difference be 
tween our old and preſent Confeſſion ; wheres 
they-are both of Authority in this Church, and 
both of them ratified by Law, the Ratification 
of the laſt by no means abrogating the Ratif-| 
cation of the firſt ; on the contrary the Acts ri 
tifying and approving our old Confeſſion ar 
among the preſent Laws at this Day. Fron 
what has been ſaid, it eaſily appears, that whit 
he quotes, as above, from the Aſſociate Probe 

5 un 


| Ann | 
tery's Anſwers, &c. is nothing to his Purpoſe; 
true bor it is utterly refuſed, that any Part of the 
o the ZSurge/s Oath is ſtript of a preſent 'Meaning, 
oſed. or that the preſent Meaning, can be any ways 
ſame, different from the ancient Meaning, while the 
prov- ſame thing that was profeſſed in our Standards, 
Dec and authoriſed by Law, then, continues to be 
\ "Jus profeſſed and authoriſed the ſame Way fill. 
em- The Inquirer does not pretend that the 
LI Mords of the Burgeſs Oath are altered, for he 
Led knows that the contrary of this is true, but he 
I Af. alledges that the Meaning of the Words has un- 
(iid, dergone Variations. If the Words were alter- 
„Fed, it is poſſible that the Senſe might be diffe- 
con- tent now, from what it was once; = that the 
geen Oath ſhould retain the ſame Words without 
K the any Alteration, ang yet undergo Variations as 
—_ de its Meaning, is a very ſtrange Aſſertion. 
13 6 The Meaning of the Words has never heen al- 
Con- Tercd, either by publick Authority, or common 
s held Uſe: For Inſtance, Can he, or any Man elſe, 
there· ſhew, that any public Statute has ever declar- 
;:mpo ed, that the Meaning of the true Religion in- 
— cludes the Defections of the Times, or that 
wou ever theſe Terms were ſo underſtood in the 
nfairly Common Senſe of Mankind? Nay, it is certain, 
de that none will be found, who will own that, by 
theres the true Religion, they underſtand the preſent De- 
b, and fedtions, This Opinion is loaded with the greateſt 
cation Abſurdity ; for if an Oath may undergo Vari- 
Ratif-ations as to its Meaning, then the very Nature 
FR WW Good and Evil may undergo Variations alſo 
on an according to the Times; and fo, at this Rate, 
Fron a ſinful Oath may, in the Progreſs of Time, 
it bal become lawful, and a lawful one ſinful: The 
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ſinful Oaths impoſed in the late perſecutin 


Solenm League and Covenant e may become, by 


than it was before. | 


* a 
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Times, may now become lawful (according 
to our Author's Opinion) becauſe a good Mean- f 
ing may be put upon them by ſome: And, for 
the ſame Reaſon, our National Covenant, and 


this Time, finful and unlawful ; becauſe, in the 
Judgment of _—_ formerly and at preſent, 
they have been reckoned ſo to be. According 
to this Way of reaſoning, all Manner of Equi- 
vocation would be introduced into ſolemn 
Oaths, quite Contrary. to the very Nature off 
an Oath, which ſhould be taken in the plain 
and common Senſe of the Words, without 
Equivocation, or mental Reſeryation,” ac- 
.cording to Conf. Chap. 22. Sect. 4. For thei 
. Moment that an Oath undergoes a Variation a 
to its Meaning, it becomes a quite other Oat 
* 
The harmonious Judgment of all ſound D- Ne 
vines and Caſuifts, runs directly contrary ut! 
this Pofition of the Author, viz. That the ſan E 
Oath may undergo Variations as to its Meanin, b. 
In Oppoſition to this Doctrine, the Generi ſa 
Aſſembly 1638. in their 4 declaring Epiſcepa Hin 
to have been abjured by the Confeſſion of Faith th 
or National Covenant, as it was profeſſed and 
ſworn in- the Year 1580. affirm, That the 
Meaning of that Oath, was not vague and an- 
bulatory, but fixed and invariable ; for the 
ſay, that they find it praper for them, ai 
*© moſt. neceſſary and incumbent to them, t 
give out the true Meaning thereof (viz. v. 
*© the National Covenant) as it vras firſt pro 
feſſed, that all his Majeſty's Subjects, in 
; . 66 Mae 2 
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ecuting 
cording | 


| Mean- WW Matter ſo important, as is the publick Con- 
nd, for © feffion of Faith, ſo ſolemnly ſworn and ſub- 
ut, and Wi ©* ſcribed, may be of one Mind, and one 
me, by WF << Heart, —and that the Poſterity afterward 
„ in the may be fully perſuaded of the true Meaning 
preſent, thereof.“ Accordingly the ſaid Aſſembly 


cording 


1638. by ſearching into the authentick Regi- 
f Equi- 


ſters of this Church, before, at, and after the 
ſolemn WF ſwearing and ſubſcribing the National Covenant, 
ature of did declare the meaning thereof when firſt 
he plain ſworn, to be agreeable to the Principles of this 
without Church, contain'd in her ſaid Records: And 


n,“ ac- tho' the National Covenant had then paſſed 
For the thro' a Period of 58 Years, from the firſt 
ation a ſwearing thereof in the Year 1580. to the 
er Oatl i A/embly at Glaſgow 1638. in which Time there 


were a Variety of different Objects and Cir- 


ind D. W cunmſtances, to which it might (according to 


trary eo the Inquirer's Opinion) have been applyed; 
the ſam Wi Epiſcopacy, and the Five Articles of Perth, 
Teaning WF having been ratified in that Period; yet the 
G ener0 i ſaid Aſſembly declare, that the Senſe and Mean- 
þ1/copar ſing of the Oath in their Day, was the ſame 
Faith chat it was when firſt ſworn, 58 Years before. 


fſed and Unto this Judgment of the Church of Scot- 


"hat the nd, anent the ee e, of Oaths, 
and ama great many other concurring Teſtimonies 
or 1 might be ſubjoined ; particularly, the Author 
m, al 


of Rectius e Part 2. p. 61. ſpeak- 


hem, ing of his Opponent arguing the ſame Way 
(viz. ich our Inquirer, ſays, This Man will 
it pro make a mere Proteus of Oaths, if their 


* Senſe and Obligation muſt vary, turn am- 

* bulatory or amhiguous, according as Men do 
* ſhift or turn aide.“ Covenanters Plea, p. 
bt C 2 14. 


ts, in! 


„% Mat 
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| x (89... 
14. The Senſe of the Covenant muſt be no 
other, than what (comporting with the Sig- 
& nificancy of the Words in which it was con- 
«©. ceived) was the Senſe of the Lords and 
© Commons. then aſſembled in Parliament, 
<< concerning it.“ Durham on the third Com- 
mandment, 'Fho*-we could deviſe and find 
cout ſome Interpretation or Meaning of the 
Words of the Oath, that might ſeem to make 
for looſing us from its Obligation, yet if that 
vas not meaned at the fir/! tendering of the 
*© Oath, but 'otherways underſtood by him 
that did take it, it will not abſolve nor ex- 
cuſe from the Guilt of Perjury, to put al- 
* terwards a new Gloſs on it, becauſe an 
Oath is Arif juris, and will not admit, for 
any Reſpect, nor on any Account, of In- 
i terpretations prejudicial to the native Truth 
5 of. it, left it be found to be, according to 
** Pſalm 24. a ſwearing deceitfully.” He adds, 
© Tho” there be a good Meaning and Inten- 
tion in reverſing the Oath, and going croſs 
to it, Men not doing ſo for a particular End 
of their own, but for a publick Good, as is 
s ſuppoſed, yet that will not abſolve from the 
Obligation of the Oatb, nor from the Guilt 
of Perjury; as is clear in God's puniſhing | 
* SauPs Family, for breaking the Oath with 
© the Gibeonites, even tho' he did it out of his 
<6 Zeal to the Children of 1/rael and Judab, 
as the Scripture expreſly affirmeth, 2 San. 
21. 2.“ The Danger and Falſehood of this 
Opinion, That Oaths may be variable as to their 
Meaning, having been ſufficiently detected, it 
is Time now to conſider , | 


. 
4 4 4 
i 
* 
4 


A 


Ar 


e no A THIRD Poſition defended by the Ingui- 
Sig- rer, which is, t an Oath is to be taken in 
con- the Senſe of the Impoſer. P. 17. The Impoſ- 
and er or Legiſlator's Senſe is, and muſt be the 
zent, „ Swearer's, and whereby he will be obliged 
>om- © to take and explain his Oath.” P. 18. 
find Were not the Legiſlator's Senſe of his own 
f the % Oaths, Laws, and Demands, the Rule — 


© << whereby — the Jurant's or Subject's Senſe 
muſt be explained, then what Security can 
the Impoſer expect from ſuch an Oath?” 
There is much need of a clear and diſtint 
Uptaking of this Matter, as it has no ſmall In- 
fluence upon our ſwearing in Truth, Righteouſ- 
neſs, and Judgment, when called thereto. As 
the Inquirer has laid this Doctrine anent the 
Meaning of Oaths, many would be- ready to 
W think, that however bad the Impo/er's Senſe 
W were ſuppoſed to be, according to the corrupt 
Principles he profeſſes, and however remote 
from the current Meaning of the Words, yet 
the Swearer is bound to take the Oath, in that 
ſuppoſed Senſe, There are, no doubt, ſeve- 
ral, who, by theſe Words, an Oath is to be 
taken in the Senſe of the Impoſer, underſtand by 
them, that the Impoſers of the Burgeſs Oath, 


being of the Communion of the eſtabliſhed 
h with Church, do therefore, by the true Religion pre- 
of his eth profeſſed within this Realm, and authoriſed 
Fudab, 


by the Laws thereof, mean the 28 E flabliſh- 


ment, withall its Corruptions and Defections; and 


of this ¶ therefore they conclude, that whoever takes the 
to their Burgeſs Oath, ſwears to abide at, and defend 
ted, it Hall the Defections, that are countenanced by 


che corrupt Laws, whether of Church or State: 
< And 


# 
— 


. 
And indeed the Scope of the Enguiry, in this 
Particular, is to miſlead the Reader into this 
miſtaken Notion, that the Tater of an Oath 
anent Religion, ſwears to the Principles of the fi 
Inpoſer, altho? theſe Principles are no way con- 
tained in the Words of the Oath, according to 

their uſual Acceptation, nor any expreſs De- 
.Claration made, that the Taker is to ſwear the 
Words in ſuch a Senſe ; than which nothing 
can be more abſurd, and contrary to the Na- 
ture of an Oath. 
Joo ſet this Matter in a clear Light, it is ac- 
knowledged, with Durham on the third Com- 
mand, That the Expreſſions of an Oath ſhould be, 
according as they are ſuppoſed to be underſtood 
by others, eſpecially him that exacteth the 
Oath ; for if he mean one Thint, and we an- 
other, God's Name is profaned, and the End 
of an Oath fruſtrated. But at the ſame Time, 
he ſays, That the Expreſſions ſhould be plain 
«© and intelligible to his Underſtanding to 
% whom the Oath is given, otherways it de- 
1% ludeth and doth not clear; and that the 
Meaning ſhould be gathered obviouſly, from 
„ the common Uſe and Acceptation of the 
«© Words.” And therefore, to ſhun all Equi- 
vocation and mental Reſervation in the Mat- 
ter of a ſolemn Oath, it is the unanimous O- 
pinion of all ſound Divines, in Oppoſition to 
Papifts, that the Senſe of the Impeſer, in which 
. an Uath is to be taken, and with which the 
Swearer is concerned, muſt be exactly his de- 
clared Senſe in the very Wards themſelves, and 
no other ; and that the Stwearer is by no Means 
concerned with apy ſecret Meaning that the ” 
OE | * 


A 


ſer may have in his own Breaſt, which tkeWords 
in their ordinary Acceptation do not bear, 


this and of which he makes no exprefs. Declaration 
"this before tendering the Oath: Unleſs we view the 
Jath Senſe of the Impofer in this Light, it is impoſ- 
f the ſible that any Man can take an Oath in Judg- 
con- ment and Underſtanding. 
ig to That the Impoſer's Senſe muſt be limited by 
Be. the Words of the Oath in their common Ac- 
r the ceptation, and not by any ſecret and undeclared 
hing Meaning, that may be ſuppoſed to be put up- 
Na- on them by the /mpo/er, is evident from Scrip- 
ture, our Confeſſion of Faith, and the concur- 
g ac- ring Teftimony of ſound Drivines, Many Paſ- 
Come ſages of Scripture might be adduced, particu- 
d be, larly, Numb. 30. 2. If a Man vow a Yow unto 
ſtood the Lord, or ſwear an Oath to bind his Soul 
the WW terth a Bond, he ball not break his Word, he 
e an- Vall de according to all that proceedeth out of his 
End Muth. Where it is plain, that the Man binds 
ime, himſelf to the Performance of his Oath, accord- 
plain ing to the Nord in which it was conceiyed, 
g to for he is commanded to do according to all 
t de- that praceedeth out of his Mouth, agreeable to 
the the common Acceptation of the Words in 


Which the Oath was uttered. This is fur- 
ther evident from the Oath of the Princes of 


f the 
qui- lſrael to the Gibeonites, Jaſb. Chap. 9. They 
Mat- pretended, v. 9. that they were come from 4 


very far Country, becauſe of the Name of the 
Lord; and wanted that Feſbua and the Congre- 


to 
obic gation ſhould make a League with them; Which 
„ the vas done accordingly, ver. 15. And Joſhua made 
5 Peace with them, and made a League with them 


ts let them live, and the Princes of the Congre- 
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which we ſware unto them. 


'«© without Equivocation or mental Reſerys- 
tion.“ And for the Proof of this, is e 


unto Vanity, nor ſworn deceitfully; intimating, 
that if any other Senſe might be lawfully put 


the Words themſelves will natively bear, no 
Man could properly be ſaid to ſwear deceitfuly, 


mony of found Divines. Durham on the Thin 
Commandment, ** Much leſs will it exempt an 


all indifferent Perſons, or to their meaniny 
.*© fine Furamento, or extra Juramentum i. 
their current Meaning in ordinary Diſcourſe 
-What is here ſaid with ReſpeR unto the Tal- 


* 24 


n fware unte them. Now we may obſery, 


Fi 


bow ſtrictly this Oath is explained, according of 
to the expreſs Meaning of the Words, even a; the 
tet the Fraud was . there was n ena 
_ reſerved Meaning fled to, as a ſhift to evade 4 
the Force of the Oath, but they ſtick peremp m7 c 
torily to the literal and plain Senſe of the Work 2 
in which their Oath was conceived, ver. % _ | 


20, 21. Wt have ſworn unto them by the Lord 
now therefore we may not touch them. —— Il 
will even let them live becauſe of the Oai 
Let them ly 
— as the Princes had promiſed them. Agree 
able hereunto is the Doctrine of our Confeſſin, 
Chap. 22. Sect. 4. An Oath is to be take 
in the plain and common Senſe of the Word 


Pſal. 24. 4. —— who hath not lift up his Sul 
upon an Oath, either by Impoſer or Taker, that 


This Doctrine is allo confirmed by the Teſt 


Man from the Guilt of Perjury, that i c. 0 
„ Swearing, be had a Meaning of the Word . © 

of the Oath, contrary to what in comma cc 1 
«© Senſe they bear, and in the Conſtruction ai * V 
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2 of in Oath, is equally true with Reſpect unto 
e n the Impoſer. The Author of Rectius Infiru* 
wy . endum, Part 2d. p. 53. making uſe of Dr. San- 


derſon, de Furamento, ſays, “Tho! it be grant- 
« ed, that promiſſory impoſed Oaths muſt be 
© ;nterpreted according to the Senſe of the Im- 
<« poſers, as our private Oaths according to our 
own) Senſe, yet both of theſe Rules are to 
«he limited, fo that neither our private Senſe 
of our ſpontaneous Oaths, nor yet the Senſe 
„of thoſe who impoſe Oaths—upon others, 
&« muſt be other than will compart with the juſt 
&* Sionification of the Words and Phraſes in the 
* Oath, Vow or Covenant; for this would be 
* to deftroy the Simplicity neceſſary to every 
* Oath; and indeed, not to interpret, .but to 
„coin an Oath, or new Obligation.“ Here- 
with concurs the Judgment of the Church of 
Scotland, in the General Aſſembly's Letter to 
the right Honourable the Lord Mayer, Alder- 
men, c. of the City of London, June 18, 1646. 
Right memorable is your, Zeal againſt Sects 
and Sectaries, your Care of Reformation ac- 
* cording to the Word of God, —— and 
* your high Profeſſion, that it is not in the. 
** Power of any human Authority, to diſcharge 
Hor abſolve you from adhering unto that our 
*© (fo ſolemnly ſworn) League and Covenant, 
** or to enforce upon you any Senſe contrary to 


e «the Letter of the ſame.” _ 2 2208 
tion What Rutherfoord in his Lex Rex, p. 255, 
1 ſays with Reſpe& unto the Meaning of Laws, 
" "oY may; by the ſame Parity of Reaſon, be apply:d 
le to the Inpoſer's Meaning of Oaths. No ra- 


*© tional Man (ſays he) can create, by any AR 
8 v 5 « of 
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bc of Power never ſo tranſcenderit or boundleſs, 
*< a Senſe to a Law contrary to the Law; nay, 
give me leave to doubt, if Omnipotency can 
© make a juſt Law to have an unjuſt and bloo- 
© dy Senſe, aut contra, becauſe it involveth 
*© a Contradiction 5 the true Meaning of a Law 
*© being the eſſential Form of the Law.” And 
therefore, granting that the true intended Senſe, 
and not the bare literal Signification, were to 
be purſued, it would never follow, That the 
Abſurdities which the Inquirer palms upon the WW 
Burgeſs Oath, by his ſuppoſed Senſe of the In- 
poſers, could ever, with any Shadow of Reaſon, 
be lodged againſt it; for, as Sir Robert Wiſe- 
man on the Civil Law obſerves, The Law does 
not admit of Subtilties and Niceties of Words, 
which are oppoſite to Integrity and honeſt deal- 
ing; and which, thro” a preciſe Form of Words, 
would fruſtrate what was purely at firſt intend- 
ed, All ſubtle Interpretation of Oaths and 
Compacts ought to be avoided, and ſuch a 
Meaning ought to be given, as. not Criticks, 
but vulgar-plain-dealing Men may underſtand, 
and which was moſt probably intended by them, 
for whoſe Sake and Benefit they were Originally 
made. 5 RAS 
The true Meaning and Intent of the Reli- 
gious Clauſe in the Burgh Oath is obvious to 
all, namely, The Maintenance and Preſerva- 
tion of the true Proteſtant Religion preſently pro- 
feſs'd in our ancient and preſent Standards, and 
authoriſed and eftabliſhed by ancient and preſent 
Laws in Oppoſition to Popery; and therefore, 
for once, Jet the Senſe of the preſent Impeſers 
of the Burgeſs Oath, be the Senſe in —_— 2 
| i 


„ 


15 

* Taker is to ſwear that Oath, it is impoſſible 
th that the Impoſer's Senſe of the true Religion pre- 
bh ſently prefeſi d within this Realm, and authoriſed 
nd the Laws thereof, can be the Corruptions and 


Defettions of the preſent eftabliſhed Church. It 


8 may be ventured upon the Head of all the In- 
he poſers of this Oath, that not one of them will 
7 own this, nor can they do it, becauſe this Senſe 


would be quite contrary to the plain Meaning 
and Intent of the Oath, and acting as treache- 
rous a Part, as the Roman Senate did in the 
third Punick War, when the City of Carthage, 


75 by a crafty Expoſition of Words, was quite 
ON demoliſhed by their Order, after they had firſt 
4 given their Faith to the Carthagimians, Civita- 
. 4. tem Carthaginis Salvam fore, &c. That the 
pf City of Carthage ſhould be ſaved, and the ſame : 


W Rights, Privileges and Immunities ſhould be 
continued unto them which they formerly had. 


= It was a treacherous and ſhameful Defence in 
me the Senate to ſay, that the Word City does im- 
lh vort the Aen, and not the Buildings of it, and 


therefore, when the People of the City were 
all preſerved, the true City was ſaved, tho? the 
Walls and Buildings thereof were demoliſhed. 
It would be as treacherous in the Inpoſers of 
the Burgeſs Oath, by the true Religion to mean 
the Defections of the Church; neither can they / 
even mean the Defeets and Omiſſions at the Re- 1 
volution, witneſſed againſt in the Ad and Teſtt- "I 
mony of the Ae, Proyeery, in regard that 1 

o Defect or Omiſſion or any bad Law what- 
ſoever, Can ever come under the Notion of 
be true Religion preſently profeſs'd and autho- 
id by the preſent ſtanding Laws of this 
*= D 2 Realm, 
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Realm, while Words retain the ordinary Sig- 
nifwation wherein they have paſs'd current for 
many Years. _ _ . 7 : 
When any deviate from the Truth, they 
will have much ado to maintain a conſiſtent 
Scheme: The Inquirer had aſſerted, as is re- 
futed above, That the Burgeſs Oath has no Au- 
thority in Law, and yet he ſays, p- 18, 22. 
That this Oath is to be taken in the Legiſ- 
„ lator*s Meaning; —— and if the Impoſers are 


$ NC 
81 Subjects, — then the Impoſer's Senſe muſt Where 
<< be regulated and explained by the declared eve 
«© Meaning of the Legiſlator to be gathered his 
* from the ftanding Laws.” The Redupli- Hav 
cation of -Oaths upon ſtanding Laws good or Ie, 
bad, where no ſuch Reduplication is expreſs'd, hic 
is a manifeſt Abſurdity, quite contrary to the Mar 
Nature and Simplicity of an Oath, as ſhall be ly a 
afterwards made appear; but in the mean Mea 
Time, the Inguirer has ſtammered into a plain WWpubli 
Contradiction on this Head, for after a labom en 
ous Attempt to prove that the Burge/s Oath le 
has no Authority in Law, yea, is cogtrary to of v 
the fundamental Laws of the Land, he under- 4 


goes as hard Labour to prove, that it is to be pr 
taken in the Legi/lator's. Meaning. Now i WW te 
there be no Law for this Oath, as he alledges, “ E 
it is impoſſible that the Legiſlator can have 21“ di 
Meaning of it, or that the Meaning of it can Wi © fo 
be gathered from the Laws. The Legiflato WW ne 
has, no doubt, a Meaning of the Oaths, which 8 © <c 
he himſelf authoriſes and impoſes ; but he ci 
never have any Senſe or Meaning of an Ot 
which has no Being in Law. But granting tha! 
the Legiſlator's Meaning gathered from ba 


[Laws 
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aws were the Senſe of the Oath, who is the 
fudge of that Meaning? T he Inquirer denies, 
age 19. That“ Magiſtrates of Burghs are 


hey Judges of the Law; and affirms, That it 
ent s ** by the Parliament's Senſe alone, laid down 
re- in the ſtanding Law, that Subjects will be 
Au- allowed to fwear and explain their Oaths, 


„and give Obedience to the Laws, and no 
giſ-otherways.“ Now if the inferior Magiſtrate 
are 7 s no Judge of the Law, and of the Meaning 
guſt Hereof, how can he adminiſter any Oath what- 
ever in the Senſe of the Law, eſpecially when 
his Senſe is to be gathered from the ſtanding 
aws? At this Rate the Legiſlator, and none 
Iſe, muſt be the Adminiſtrator of all Oaths, 
py hich is evidently akſurd. Beſides, as the 

Parliament itſelf is not abave Law, having on- 
a mni/terial Power with Reſpect to the 
W\lcaning of Laws, to interpret them for the 
WP ublick Good; fo, as Rutherfoord fays, in his 


jean 
ain 


ori e Rex, pag. 252. Inferior Judges are no 
Dat less eſſentially Judges than the King (or 
% Parliament,) Deut. 1. 17. 2 Cbron. 19. 6. 
der- Pet. 2. 14. and fo by Office muſt inter- 


o be g pret the Law, elſe they cannot give Sen- 


65 


w if tence according to their Confcience and 
ges, Equity: Now expounding of the Law ju- 
vc 1 8 © dicially is an Act of judging, and ſo à per- 
can “ ſonal and incommunicable Act, fo as I can 
2:0: no more judge and expound the Law ac- 
hich “ cording to another Man's Conſcience, than 
cn“ 1 cun believe with another Man's Soul, — 
Jath ** or fee with another Man's Eye.” To the 
chat me Purpoſe, Hind let looſe, laſt Edit. p. 376. 
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a, L799 ;.1 
Bo that the Inquirer has inadvertently ſtumbi 
in among the Royaliſis on this Head. 

+ From what has been ſaid, it is hoped, thy 
in Oppoſition to the Inquirer, it has been may 
appear, That the Burgeſs Oath has the Auth, 
rity of Law, that it is invariable in its Mani 
and that the Senſe of the Zmpoſer is limited lf 
the Words themſelves in which the Oath is c. 
._ ceived; and if ſo, then the main Foundation 

of the whole Inquiry is overthrown, and avi 
further Anſiber might be ſuperſeded, were 

not that ſome might be impoſed upon by . 
ſpecious Pretext of Zeal for our covenante! 
Reformation, under the Covert whereof th 
Inguirer argues againſt the ſevera! Branches iſ 
the Burgeſs Oath : And therefore it will be nM 


m th 
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ceſſary to conſider the Subject Matter of tiff ” 
Oath, and vindicate our Reformation Prin- * 
ciples, from the Aſperſions (it is hoped) unde Pr. 
hgnedly thrown upon them by the Inquirer; W,:,. 
Which ſhall be eſſayed under the foilowin WW... | 
SECTIONS. 1. Angnt the religious Class 
in ſome Burgeſs Oaths. 2. Anent the As :. 
giance in the Burgeſs Oath. 3. Anent th: repr 
Articles in the Burgeſs Oath relative to n 
Privileges of Burghs in particular. ſly de 
| 7 orde 
ERECT: "I, ſom 

| at j 
Anent the RELiGtous CLaus® in on ſeſſe 
Burgeſs Ozths. | 2 

ü / 8 SC 


O follow the Inquirer thro? all his Q. 
AHions and Cljectiont on ws Head, 7 3 


* 


1 

to ſurfeit the Reader with nauſeous Repeti - 

dns, and. be wilder him in a mere Labyrinth of 

onfuſion; and therefore to ſhun this need- | 
Trouble, and, at the ſame Time, to omit +4 
thing material which has not been already 

ſwered; all the Arguments of any Conſe- 

ence, that are uſed by the Inquirer againſt. 
e firſt Clauſe of the Burgeſs Oath, ſhall be 

nſidered in treating thig$ubject in the fol- 

ing Order, 


mblk 


that 
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* I. To vindicate the Feformation Period, 
ann the Aſperſions caſt upon it by the 2 ah 
ee Shew tbat the Arguments are by no Means 
v ncluſive, which are advanced by him, to 
45 ove, that the Worſhip, Diſcipline, and Pref- . 
p th. terial Government of the Church of Scotland, 


\« ME. > 2f included in the Notion of the true Re- 

os „„, in the Eye of the Legiſlator, as well as 

th Doctrine. | 

pr,. Frove that the firſt Clauſe of ſome Burgeſs, 
; ths, is not a religious Bond or Aſſociation. 

Ade LE; propoſed to windicate the Refor- 

i Period, from the Aſper/ions caſt upon it 

* e Inquirer, 

| 4h 2 It. is ſome What ſtrange, that any who pro- 
3 les to be a ſtrift Preſbyterian, ſhould labour 

te reproach and vilify that glorious Work of 

eg nation, which our Anceſtors ſo ſtrenu- 

ſly defended and ſuffered for. The Inquirer, 

order to palm Sinfulneſs upon the fi Clauſe 

lome Burgeſs Oaths, attempts to blacken 

at is juſtly called the true Religion, at firſt 

felled within this Realm, and authoriſed by 

> Laws thereof. (I.) By alledging that the 

Scots Confeſſion of Faith, was defective 2s 
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toitheWorſhip, Diſcipline, and Government 
the Church; that theſe were not then become the 
State of our Church's Teſtimony; and by {e. 


ting the ſaid Conſeſſion at odds with our ///}. or : 
 minſter Confeſfon. (2.) By alledging that tell ,.. 
Acts of Parliament, made in the Reformatin wh 
Period, do either reſpect Popery, or are þ bol 
vague as to ſpecify no particular Kind of Church ow 
Government; and#that Epiſcopal Juriſdiction pri 
was ſtiltin Force, in the Legiſlator's Meanin, MW Mc 


(3.) By denying that all the Pieces of Retor 
mation attain'd unto in the Year 1590. wen 5 
ratified and approven by Parliament 150 
Had he ſet himſelf to favour the Prelatick af 


Malignant Intereſt (which in Charity cannot «© 
thought) he could not have taken a more art p 
Way to do them Service, than by labouring vn «© 
Sure the Reformation in the above Inſtance Wi cc 
But the Fallacy and Miftake of his raſh and e. : 
«digeſted Aﬀertions, will be eaſily detected, , 42 
art, In attempting to prove that Preh «c ,, 
rial Church Government and Diſcipline, . p 
ni Part of the true Religion ſworn to in tt « |} 
Burgeſs Oath, when it was f impoſed ; ll «c , 
alledges, pag. 23. That the Religion wid «c 7. 
© then obtained the Authority of Parliamen in 
te ſeems to have been ju/t the old Scots Co « G 
<< feffion of Faith, and no more, which, tb + ir 
excellent in itſelf,” conſidering the Time i p 
its Compoſure, was yet defective as to th Kh 
«« Worſhip, Diſcipline, and Government «i << 
„ the Church, which Preſbyterians hold MF «© tn 
«© Parts of the true Religion, but were 1 1. 
ec then become the State of our Church's Te na 
40 mony. 12 © ha 


ent of 
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ne the That no human Compoſure is abſolutely 
er perfect, will be eaſily granted; yet to inũnu- 
Wt ate that our old Confeſſion is vague as to Preſby- 
at th rial Church Government and Diſcipline, is to 


nalin 


' betray the Cauſe to the Adverſary, and ſyms 
are 


bolize with the Champions for Epiſcopacy, who 


hurc argue after the ſame Manner, he learned 
ictia Principal Forreſter, in his Examination of Dr. 
me Monro's Pleadings for Epiſcopacy, page 3, 4: 
celan ſolidly vindicates our old Confeſfion,, from the 
Wer ſame very Charge that is here laid againſt it by 
150% che Inquirer: In the eighteenth Article of 


K aa 
not R 
artful 1 
ing u 
ces 


* that Confeſſion, aſſigning the Notes of the true 
| © Church, (which, following Skeen's Acts of 
* Parliament, he calls the ninteenth) they pre- 

* ſent, ſays he, theſe three; (1.) The true 
<< preaching of the Word of God, as he has re- 
© vealed himſelf, in the Writingsof the Prophets 
© and Apoſtles. (2.) The right Adminiftration 
© of the Sacraments, annexed to the Word and 
© Promiſe, to confirm it to our Hearts. (3.) 
* Fcelefiaftical Diſcipline, uprightly miniſtred, 
* as God's Mord preſcribes, whereby Vice is 
repreſſed and Virtue nouriſhed.* And giv- 
ing Inſtances, ſays he, of this in particular 


Cg < Goſpel Churches, they add, Such were 
| 1 ain Corinth, Galatia, Epheſus, and other 
wy” % Places, wherein the Miniſtry was planted 
'0 


* by Paul, and were of himſelf named the 
* Churches of God; citing, continues he, ori 
* the Margine, t Cor. 1. 2. 2 Cor. 1. 1. Gal. 
* 1.2. Eph. 1. 1. where Paul owns them, and 
names them as Chutches, and to prove they 
had a Miniſtry and eccleſiaſtick Diſcipline 
planted therein, they further cite, Acts 16. 

B 9. 102 
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9, 10. and Chap! 20. 17, &c. pointing u 
to Paul's laſt and farewel Charge to th; 
Elders or Paſtors of Epheſus ; wherein he in. 
truſted the Government thereof to them, 2 
the only Biſhops thereof, ſet up and auths 
riſed by the Holy Ghoft: And ſuch a Church 
they profeſs the Preteſlant Church in ti 
Realm to be. | y 
From this Account of the Confeſſion (ſan 


the above learned Author) it is evident, (i. Th 
© That in the Senſe of our. firſt Reformen Ven 
Church Government and Diſcipline, right; er 
© adminiſtred, * is an eſſential Mark of th 
Church. (2.) That it muſt not be accorl-WWmit 
ing to Mens Invention, or Rules of worldypline 
Policy, butiaccording to the Preſcription d as 
the Word-of God: Thus, clearly afferting, d, 
that the Word of God preſcribes the KuWF out 
and Meaſures of it, and conſequently deter WW 2nd 
mines, what Government and Diſcipline it i i” C: 
© elſe there could be no Appeal to that Rui: Wi M. 
© And look, as they make the Word of Gi i”s, 
© the Standard and Rule of the true Doctriu, Kir 
in the firſt Note, fo, of Diſcipline and Cr Pro 
© wvernment in this third: Hence, as none c, Can 
« without extremeſt Impudence, aſſert, ti. 
* the Word leaves us to waver, and at an U tot! 
* certainty as to the true or falſe Doctrine, d by a 
© that it is not perfectly contained in the Writ and 
ings of the Prophets and Apoſtles, appealed Hey ke 
to in that. firſt Note; fo, without the ſam ente 
© Impudence, neither can this be alledged «if ''2it 
the Diſcipline or Government, anent the Rec. 2 


© titude whereof, and its divine Meaſures, the | 
* ſame Appeal is made. (3.) When exhib! "4 
» » - NY 


oy 
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' 
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ting Scripture Inſtances, they mention a 
Miniſtry eflabliſhed by Paul in the Churches ; 


NT u 

9 * and in ſpecial, ſuch a Miniſtry, or Elderſhip, 
he . as had the Government eſtabliſbed and lodged 
m, «AY with them, in a Parity 'of Paſtors, as the 
wth Church of Epheſus, when Paul gave them 
hurd his laſt Charge, to feed and govern jointly, 
1 th as the Biſbops ſet up by the Holy Ghoſt, they 


clearly aſſert the divine Warrands of Preſby- 
erian Parity.“ * 

That the above Vindication of our d Con- 
ron is ſolid and juſt, will appear from what 


che; /derwuord relates, concerning the pretended 
F - th ba, Aembly at Aberdeen, Anno 1616. who 
corl-W mitted a new Book of Canons for Church Diſ- 
orldl}Wpline, and approved and regiſtrated a new Con- 


ion of Faith; which Conteffion, ſays Calder- 
god, p. 667. was deviſed of Purpoſe to thruſt 
out the (old) Confeſſion of Faith, ſubſcribed 
and ſworn by all Eſtates.“ Accordingly in this 
w Confeſſion, they expreſs themſelves anent 
e Marks of a true Church, pag. 672. as fol- 


CCC 


ws, © We believe that — theſe only are pure 
rin, Kirks, which continue in the Doctrine of the 
| Ge Prophets and Apoſtles, according to the holy 
can, canonical Scripture, worſhipping God pure- 
tha y, and miniſtring the Sacraments according 
Un- to the ſame ; and theſe be the Maris, where- 
e, by a true Kirk on Earth may be diſcerned 
Vri- and known.” Where it is obvious, that 
ealed ey keep out the third Note of the true Church, 
ſame entioned in our v Confeſſion, via. Eccle- 


liaſtical Diſcipline uprightly miniſtred, as 


Rec God's Word preſcribes,” and the Applica- 
„the en thereof to the Church in this Realm, as 
ibi E 2 8 being 
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being conformable to the Model of the Churches 


«« mani 


| gen 
of Corinth, Epheſus, &c. The plain Reaſon e 
of this Omiſſion, agreeable to what Principal 6 
Forreſter has above obſerved, is, becauſe in the 6 q 
foreſaid Note, with the Application thereof, © {4 
the divine Warrant for Prefbyterian Parity, is 
clearly aſſerted. And that the Government of 
the Church, contain'd in our old Confeſſion, 960 h 
vas Preſbyterian in the Senſe of our Sufferers, 4“ 
is clear from Find let looſe, pag. 537. The bs 7 
„ Government eftabliſhed by that Confeſſion “ p 
c was Preſbyterian.” Thus it is evident, p 
that our od Scots Confeffion is not ſo defective MWiW1aid 
as to Preſbyterial Church Government and the | 
Diſcipline, as the-{nguirer alledges. who 
He further endeavours to blacken our Re- WW exce 
formation; affirming, pag. 23. That Preſby- va! 
terial Church Government and Diſcipline Nor. 
“ were not then become the State of our WW print 
„ Church's Teftimony.” Az/w. Our Re: on. 
formers teſtified not only againſt the doGtr: bum 
nal Errors of the Church of Rome, but alſo + mon 
gainſt their corrupt Worſhip, and lordly Hie hie 
rarchy, both in our fir? Confeſſion, as has been eie 
ſhewed, and likewiſe in the fir/? Ha of Di- Chu 
cipline, approved by. Act of Council, May 1500. In 
and ſubſcribed by a great many of the Nobility Very 
and others, Tanuary 1561. Further, T hat Lora 
Preſbyterial Government, in Oppoſition to BM miſſi 
Popiſh and Prelatigk Hierarchy, was a Branch in w 
of our Church's Teftimony, in the Reforms Bi © 1 
tion Period, will be evident from the fo!low- ya 
ing inconteſtible Matters of Fact, related br **.18 
Authors of the beſt Note. Hind let looſe, laſt i* is 
Ed. pag. 42. The Diſcipline and Govern, Wi © "1 


(2 37: 1- 24 
e ment was from the Beginning Preſbyterial, 
even before the Eftabliſhment (Anno 1560. 
o ſoon as they attained any Settlement, 
they aſſembled in their firſt National Synod, 
in the Year 1560. by Virtue of that intrin- 
fick Power, granted by the Lord to his Church: 
% Upon Chriſt's Warrant they kept and 
held their Courts in the Name of the Lord 
feſus Chriſt only: — And as they knew 
nothing of an exotick Supremacy, ſo they 
put out, and held out Prelacy, and kept a 
perfect Parity.” That the Aﬀertion of the 
ſaid Author is well founded, will appear from 
the Conduct of the General Aſſembly 1566. 
who approve of the later Confeſſion of Heluetia, 
excepting in the Article concerning ſome Feſſi- 
val Days, anent which they appoint a marginal 
Mote, diſapproving of theſe Holy Days, to be 
printed with the Tranſlation of that Confeſh- 
on. Now this Confeffion accounts Prelacy a 
buman Device, and expreſly afferts Parity a- 
mong the Miniſters of Chrift, Chap. 18. for 
which Reaſon the Church of Exgland did not 
Dee a publick Approbation thereof, as other 
Churches had done. | | 
In the faid Aſſembly, they agree upon a 
very pathetick Supplication to be ſent to the 
Lords of the ſecret Council, anent the Com- 
miſſion granted to the Biſhop of St. Andrews ; 
in which Supplication they have theſe Words, 
That conjur'd Enemy of Jeſus Chriſt, and 
+ crue] Murderer of our dear Brethren, who 
is falſely ſtiled, Archbiſhop of St. Andrews, 
is reponed and reftored to his former Tyran- 
ny. ——-If this be not to cure the Head 
3 | «of 
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ce of that venomous Beaſt, which, once with- 
in this Realm, by the powerful Hand of 
„God, was ſo baniſhed and broken down, 
that by Tyranny it could not hurt the Falth- 
© ful, judge ye.——— The Remedy is eaſy, 
«* if you will not betray the cauſe of God, and 
leave your Brethren, which never will be 
more ſubject to that uſurped Tyranny, than 
<< they wit unto the Devil himſelf; if 
vou will plainly admoniſh our Sovereign, 
and without Tumult crave Juſtice only, the 
„ Tyrants dare no more be ſeen in lawful 
66 oe” than Owls in the Day-light.” 

From what has been ſaid, it is evident, that 
our Church's Teſtimony was ſtated againſt 
Epiſcopacy, from the Beginning of the Reforma- 
tion, and ſo continued to be itil]; for after 
the Tulchan Biſhops were introduced, in the 
Year 1572. to ſatiate the Avarice of ſome of 
the Nobility, who wanted to inhance the 
Church's Patrimony, the ſubſequent Aſſem- 
blies proteſted and remonſtrated againſt them; 
brought ſome of them under Cenſure, and, at 
length, after frequent Conferences, Prayer, and 
Faſting, the ſecond Book of Diſcipline i is agreed 
upon, in the Aſſembly 1578. and regiſtrated 
by Aﬀembly 1581, In which Book the Office 
of Hiſbep is condemned as unwarrantable, and 
the Officers and Judicatories of the Prefbyte- 
rial Church aſſerted and m»intained. And if 
it is conſidered, that the ſecond. Book of Dij- 
cipline, as well as the f Conſeſſion of Faith, 
were ſworn to in the Naucnal Covenant, it will 
clearly appear, that the Church's Teſtimony 
was flated againit Prelacy, aud in Defence of 


Prejby- 
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Preſbyteial Government, and that under the So- 


of 

A lemnity of an Oath; wherein all Ranks in 
N- Scotland, did promile and ſwear, by the great 
, Name of the Lord our God, that they ſhould 
id continue in the Obedience of the Doctrine and 
de Diſcipline of this Kirk, and ſhould defend the 
an ſame according to their Vocation and Power, 
if all the Days of their Lives. And that the Pu- 
n, rity of-Worſhip was like ways at that Time the 
he State of our Church's Teflimony, will appear 
ul from the diſapproving of Holy Days, in the 
marginal Note above-mentioned, appointed by 
at the Aſſembly 1566. to be printed with the 
iſt Confeffion of Helvetia. And the Miniſters 
a- in the Provinces of Perth and Fife, who may 
er be allowed to know, what the Teſtimony of 
he our Church in the Reformation Period was, 
of ſay thereanent, in their Teſtimony to the Truth 


„/ Jeſus Chrift, p. 7. Then was the Church 
F 4 JC for Doctrine, ſound and lively; 

for Worſhip, Murs and ſpiritual ; for Diſci- 

*© pline, powerful and.impartial; and for Go- 
vernment, Unity and Order, beautiful and 
** comely, and well compact together.” To 
the ſame Purpoſe, Hind let looſe, page 42. 
Their J/orſhip was reformed from all Dregs 
Hof Popery, and Fopperies of human Cere- 
** monies, retain'd in many other Churches, 
eſpecially in England. The fame is aſſert- 
ed, upon the above, and many other Autho- 
rities, by the Afeciate Preſtytery, in their Act 
Ver renewing our ſolemn Cougnants, p. 92. 

The Inguirer, in order to ſully the true Re- 
gion in the Burgeſs Oath, as much as he can, 
eems to leſſen the Obligation of our f Nati- 
} ; onal 


4 


dna! Covenan ts by inſinuating, pag. 23. that i 
++. which was meerly occaſional, and could 


F having never been approven by Parliament.“ 
But as this Cevenant, was firſt ſubſcribed hy 


FED that the Leſtimony of this Church, ever 1＋ 


r 


bad only the Authority of the /ecret Counci, 


not have the Force of a Law upon Poſterity, 


the King and his Houſhold 1580. and there. 
after by Perſons of all Ranks, in the Year 1581 
it thereby became a National Oath; the ſolemn 
Promiſe of the whole Land, being pledged u 
the moſt high God, by ſwearing and ſubſerb 


ing with the Hand unto him; which certain c 8 

- had a more binding Obligation upon themſehe . th. 
and their Poſterity, than any Act of Parliamen . p 
Wwhatſoever. The next Year after the Nati 6 hf 
onal Covenant was thus ſworn, there was au 0 
other ſtrong Effort to introduce Prelacy, but . 
the Church did ſtill remonſtrate and proteſt z __ 

- | gainft it, and ſome Miniſters were impriſone/f hi 
on -account of their Faithfulneſs this Way the 
However, as ſoon as the Lord was pleaſcd vi 27 
turn back the Captivity of this Church, be 2. 
Aſſemblies proceeded with eccleſiaſtical Ce rig. 
ures againſt ſome that did bear the Title off freſen 
_ Biſhops and Commiſſioners, and at length obligef he K. 
them all to demit their pretended Offices. , 
Upon the whole, it appears evident, that Nena, 
- Inquirer has, either ignorantly, or of Deſign hat 
impos'd upon the World, when he ſays, Ta paif 
the Worſhip, Diſcipline, and Governmen;WF+ (; f. 
which Proſbyteriant own, were not become te the 
State of the Teſtimony of this Church, Wia Kniſt. 
the Burgeſs Oath was firſt impoſed, nor for i Pov 
-  eonfiderable Time thereafter : For it is cert the. 
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the Reſormation, has been ſtated in a peculiar 1 
1 at ne Epiſcopacy, and her Sufferings 


W 


= 
. 


acl, hiefly grounded upon Non-complyance there- 4 | 
oul ithz neither was there any Point of the Doc- * 
— trine of this Church (contained in her fit Con- 


eon, excepting what relates to Church Go- 
ernment and Diſcipline) impugn'd, till the 
Prelates, after the Year 1618. embraced the 
{rminian Errors, which was one of the Grounds 
f their Depoſition and Excommunication by 
oe Aſſembly at Gla/gow, 1638. | 


crib Our Author modeſtly allows, pag. 23. that 
aint * there were ſundry Acts and Conflituons of 
(e108 © the Church in thoſe Times, directly againſt 
men Epiſcopacy and for Preſbytery, which ſhews 
Nati * her to have been of Preſbyterian Principles 
18 ah. 


from the Beginning: But at the ſame Time 
firms, that-** the Acts of the Church had no 
civil Sanction at all annexed unto them.” 


fonet his is alſo a Miſtake, for the Miniſters living 
Way the Reformation Period, affirm the contra- 
(cd u, in the Remarks upon the Acts of Parlia- 
1, it ent, made in the Year 1584, drawn up in 
Cer Writing at the Defire of King James VI. and 
tle reſented by the Commiſſioners of the Kirk to 
bliget he King, at the Parliament holden at Linlitb- 


Cemarks upon the fir/t of. theſe bad Acts, ſay, 
hat by the ſaid Act, there is a great im- 

* paiting.of the Liberty of the true Kirk, in 

* ſo far, as nothing is thereby granted unto 

the ſame, but Liberty of preaching, and Mi- 

* Niſtration of the Sacraments ; ſeeing the 

Power of binding and looſing, which is called 

* the Power of the Keys of the Kingdom of Hea- 
6 3 „ven, 


ww, Dec. 1585. Theſe Commiſſioners, in their 


* 


ven, conſiſteth not only in theſe Points, but 
T alſo in Judgment, Juriſclictian, and Removal 
K Offences out of the Kirk, and Excommu- 
© nication ——and ſo the whole Diſcipline i; 
left out. This 47 reſtricteth the Liberty, 
0 granted by other Acts of Parliament before, 
concerning Diſcipline and Correftion of Mar- 
„ ners, which were eſtabliſhed by Law, in 
the fir/t Tear of your Majeſty's Reign.— 
Further, concerning the General 1 


of the Kirk, there is an Act in the firſt Year if 


of your Highneſs's Reign, ratifying the A. 
s thority of the ſame, and deſiring Appellation 
© to be devolved unto the ſame, as the la 
* R in Matters concerning the Kirk, 
The fame Argument we uſe for other Afſem- 
blies, as well particular, and of Preſbyterie, i 
as Provincial, by rarity of Reaſon, and poo 
„Ground out of the Word of God.“ Thi 
Paper is recorded at large in Calderwoed's Hiſt 
þ Pag. x88. From which it * that Gen- 

ral Aſſemblies had the expreſs Authority of Ly 
in the Year 1567. from whence the Church 
that Time concluded, that Preſdyteries and Sy 
nods were alſo authoriſed, in regard it wal 
warrantable in Law, to appeal from them t! 
General Aſſemblies, as the laſt Reſort in eccle 
ſiaſtical Matters. It is alſo evident from the 
ſaid Paper, that the Diſcipline of the Kirk hal 
the Authority of Law at the ſame Time ; and 
that by the Freedom and Liberty of the tru 

Kirk, ratify'd in ſeveral Acts of Parliament i 
that Period, is to be under ſtood, not only the 
preaching of the Word, and Adminiſtration of 

the Sacraments, but alſo Juriſdiftion, the 
1 owcr 
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yy, 8 Integrity; how he could have the Aſ- 


| bad no Civil Sandtien at all annexed unto them, 
when the Minifters, who lived in the very 


lin maintained, that General Aſſemblies and their 
a SS Diſcipline were then ratify'd by Law. _. 
Au- Further, the Inguirer, in order to leſſen the 
on Credit and Authority of our ol4 7 la- 
lat bours to fix an Inconſiſtency upon 

rk, they engage to educate their Children, accord- 
em: ing to the Principles contain'd in the ¶Æ min- 
ien er Confeſſion, in regard, as he alledges, the 
000 Religion ſworn to in the Burgeſs Oath, can be 


lil. pag. 25.) cannot be ſaid to be properly and 
ent- formally authoriſed now, fince the Weſtmin- 

Lay * fler Confeſhon was firſt compil'd and autho- - 
hu e riſed ; becauſe, as by Act of Aſſembly da- 


** ted Augu/t 27, 1647. the ſaid laſt mentioned 


v ©© Confeſſion was agreed upon and eſpouſed 
n t0 * to be the Confeſſion of this Church in all 
cle „Time coming, ſo the Parliament of Scotland 


A ou their civil Sanction to the ſaid Confeſ- 
1 


* of Aſſembly: And it is noticeable that Pa- 
rents in their Engagements as Sponſors for 


nt in 

the , <at them, in the Principles ſumm'd up 
n of WF in the ſaid Confeffion, not in the old Scet's 

- the Bi Confeſſion, which were a Thing very inton- 
owe BY © ſiſtent with the Principles of theſe urgeſſes, 


© main- 
þ yu : 
Y. > 3 WW ” 


* 
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Power of judging in Eccleſiaſtical Caufes. Af- _ 
ter all, it is hard to reconcile it with the In- 


urahce to affirm, that the As of the Church 


Time, about which is the preſent Debate, 


only the ſaid old Confeſſon, ** which (ſays he, 


on, according to the Senſe of the ſaid Act 


their Children, are only taken bound to edu» | 


who look upon 5 as only bound to | ye 2 


* — 5 1 : 
GA EM 
maintain the Religion profeſs'd and autho- 
F rifed,, when the Burgeſs Oath was firſt im- 
A 
It has been ſhewed above, pag. 15, 16. that Cor 
the Old Scots Confeſſion and mil Confeſ- 
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fon, are materially. the ſame from this very It is 

A of Aﬀembly quoted by the Inguirer, and War 
intolerably perverted by him; for he. artfully Kir 
inſinuates, that the ſaid Ae upon the Matter, amb 
abrogates and reſcinds the old Confeſſion, While the 

. he ſays, that therein the Weſtminſler Confeſ- the. 

ſion “ was agreed upon and eſpouſed to be the 3 
Confeſfion of this Church in all Time com- BY 

w * it muſt be obſerved, That 15 4 

- theſe Words, e/pouſed'to be the Confeſſion of thi man 

- ,, Churth in all Time coming, are not in the Act Con 

of Aﬀembly, nor in the Act of the Eftates of Acc 
Parliament, Feb. Thag. ratifying the Confeſſus tify 

nd Catechiſms. It is furpriting that any Man ae 

pf the leaſt Candor and Integrity, ſhould ad- Tati, 
venture to falſify . to ſerve any T- 
whatſoever, and make that reforming Aſſembj, AP 

9 ſpeak in the Dialect of the Epi/copal Aſſembly ciple 
1 at Aberdeen, mentioned pag. 35, 36. who foil dren 
ea in their Net) Confeſſion in the Room of ou, he 
= - ad Scots Confeflipn, their Words are, „ Doe 
eis ſtatute, that the ſimple Confeſſion d and 
| Faith under written, be univerſally receive the 
c chroughout this whole Kingdom, to the B 
_—_ _*<* which all hereafter ſhall be bound to ſwear, the ] 
and (et their Hand.“ Calderwood, pag. 663 . Fare 
Bot it was never the Deſign of the I n! Ox 
106%, in their 4% approving the einn, be 
= Confeflign, to abrogate their o/d Confefion, Wiſh 4 5 


5. ſo as that it ſhould not be a Standard of Ortho lion, 
© 0 r 
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ate revived and confirmed in that Act 1690. 


Doctrine of this Church in her a Confeſſion, 


| * F * et \ * | f 
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e 
Joxy, and a Confeffion of the Faith of .thig - 3 
Church. On the contrary, the formal Reaſnn hl 
of their, agreeing unto, and approving; the ſaid | 


Confeſfion, next. unto, its being agreeable to - _ 


and grounded on the Word of God, was, that _ 
it is in nothing contrary to the received Dofrine, . © 
Warjhip, . Diſcipline, and Government of this * 


Kirk. , In a Conſiſtency herewith, the F- =. 
amble to the A# of Parliament 1690. ratify ing 1 
the ſaid Confeſſion, declares the Reſolution f 
the Legiſlator, ** to ſettle and ſecure the true 5 

* Proteſtant, Religion, according to the [Eruth + ͤ 
of God's Word, as it bath of a lung Time ... 
been profeſſed within this Land; which _ 
manifeſtly reſpects the Uniformity of qur old 4 
Confeſſion, with that which is now eſtabliſhed: - _— 
Accordingly the Act of Parliament 1567. ra- | - * 
tifying the old Confeſſun, is among the Acts that 


ratifjing the Weſtminſter Cenfaſfon: So that it 
is a mere Blind, to alledge that Burgeſſes act — 
inconſiſtently, either with their Oath or Prin- | EF): 
ciples, hen they engage to educate their Chil- mM 
dren according to. the Ir eftminſler Confe ſſion, 1 

when it is in nothing contrary to the received | 1 


and was never eſtabliſhed by Church or tate upon 
the Ruins thereof, but as corroborative of theſame. 
Beſides, from what Act of this Church hass 
the Inquirer been warranted to affirm, That - 
Parents are engaged to educate their Childten iT 
OXNLy according to the Principles contain'd in _ 
the Fe/imin/ler Confeſſion, as excluſive of ur 
old Scots Confeſſion? This is another Impoſi- "hin * 
tion, for there is no ſound Miniſter of this 10 
e ee Church, 
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4 Church, that ever excluded the old Confeſin 


either directly or indirectiy, in his taking br 
rents engaged as Sponſors for their Children a 
Baptiſm; neither is there any Act ot Statute 9 
Chureh or State for ſo doing. 
Secondly, The Inquirer, in order to gain hi 
Point in fixing Sinfulneſs on the fir Clauſe d 


ſome Burgeſs Oaths, anent the true Religin, 
© endeavours to blacken the Reformation Periui ff 
by alledging,' pag. 24. That“ what Acts oi 


„% Parhament were made at that Time in H 
„ vours of Religion, do either reſpect Peper, 
or if mention is made in any of them, « 


<4 the Juriſdiction of the Church, and its Pu 
«* rity of Worthip, yet ſo vague are they, af 


not to ſpecify any particular Kind of Churci 


Government, or Form of Wirſhip thereby 


% authoriſed; —and' that till 1592. — Epiſce- 


<< pal Juriſdiction was ſtill in Force, in the 


„ Legiſlator's Meaning.” | 
If by Acts of Parliament that reſpect Por 


ry, he mean, Acts in Favours of Popery, u 
his Words at firſt Sight would bear, he him. 


- ſelf cannot but know that there were no ſuch 
Acts paſs'd in the Reformation Period, and its 
unaccountable to 
thereof; but if he mean Acts reſpecting ſome 
"Heads of Popery that are therein condemned, 


ake the remoteſt Infinuation 


then he ought to have expreſs'd hinjſelf with- 
out Ambiguity: But,paſſing this, he ſays, that 


the Acts of Parliament, in that Period, are 


- 


„ ſo vagie as not to ſpecify any particular 


Kind of Church Government, or Form of 


4% Worthip thereby authoriſe „ Anſcb. The 


cordit 
this C 
tion. 
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"Xt Confeſſion, ratified by Law, ſpecifies — 
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Government of this Church to the Preſiyteriag, 

as has been already proved, and likewiſe tze 
ſn, 7//or pip to be pure and ſpiritual, free from 
Pe Popiſh Ceremonies and human Inventions. 
Tue Miniſters who lived near to the Time of f 


e the Reformation, as has been noticed above, 
and all our worthy Reformers and Sufterers _ 
ſince, maintained, that the Laws made in the ' - 
Reformation Period, in Favours of the true = k 
Regis, 1200s Diſcipline or Policy of *' 
the true Kirk, and the Adminiſtration of Sacra- 


a ments in the ſame, were made in Favours of _— 
che Worſhip, . Diſcipline, and Government - 
er), which Prefbyterians profeſs and practiſe; ac- i 

, « cordingly our late Laws expreſly declare, that 2M 


this Church was Preſbyterian Ae Keforma- 


» 4B tion. The Claim of Kight, and A aboliſbing 

urct BW Prelacy 1689. fay, That the People of this 
" Nation, ** reformed from Popery by Prefby- 1 
co- if 


tert,“ conſequently, according to the de- 
clared Senſe of the Legiflator, all the Acts in 
this Kingdom, made in Favours of the Refor- 
mation, were made in Favours of the Doctrine, 
Worſhip, Diſcipline, and Government, prop; ʒr Mt 
felled and practiſed by Preſbyters, the Refor- -. 
mation from Popery being declared by Law OO 


it Wh to be carried on by them; and. therefore tho = 
tion i theſe. ancient Acts be called vague by the. ,_ = 
"Me Inquirer, wherein he ſymbolizes with Pre/atifts, 1 
1cd, Wi yet they are not vague in the Eye of the Law, 1 


for they are all ratified and approved by the 


that AQ of Parliament 1592. wherein an Index of 1 i 
arc Wh all the Acts anent the Liberty of the true Kirk, 

15 contain'd in the ff Ad of the 7th Parl. 

n 


James VI, 188 T, is held as repeated, and like- 
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; . which was ſettled in in Act; and the ſaid Ad 


1592. is renewed and r e in the whole 
Heads thereof (except that Part of it relating to 


| Patronages) by the Parliament, January 771690. 
80 that jt- appears abundantly plain, that the 


Morſbip and Government, uſed by Pa esbyterian 


in this Church, were not vague in the Eye of 


the Law, even before the Vear 1 557 
From what has been ſadid, the Falſehood of 


| what is further advanced by the Inquirer on this 


Head, will be eaſily diſcovered, namely, That 
Epiſcopal Furiſdietion was. Hill in Force i in the 


Legiflator”s' Meaning, till the Year 1592. F or, 


beſide what-1 is ſaid above on this Subject, it 
might be evident from ſeveral Acts of 
Parliament, Epiſcopal Juriſdiction was not 


in Force in the Legiflator's Meaning during 


that Period; particularly, the 68th Act of 
Parl. 1579. 600 declares the Miniſters of the 
5 blefſed Evangel of Jeſus Chriſt, whom God 


ol his Mercy hasnow raiſed up among us, d 


<& hereafter ſhall raiſe, agreeing with then) 


et that now live, in Doctrine and Admini- 


& ſtration of the Sacraments, and the People 
& of the Realm who profeſs Chriſt, as he is 
© now offered in his Evangel, and do commu- 
e nicate with the holy Sacraments, — accord- 
< ing to the Confeſſion of Faith, to be the tru: 


<<. and+holy Kirk of Jeſus Chriſt, within this 


„ Realm.“ And the ſubſequent Add of the 


| fame” Parliament declares, That 1 
© tion of this Kirk conſiſts and ſtands in the 
4 preaching of the true Word of Jeſus Chriſt, 


ws 8 2 of Manners, and l 
66 0 


| 


— 


| [- 49 17 


« of the holy Sacraments; and declares, that 


„„ there is no other Face of Kirk, nor other 
ole ., Face of Religion, than is preſently by the 
; to Wi << Favour of God eſtabliſhed within this Realm: 
00. („And that there is no other Juriſdiction Ec- 
the WW «+ cleſiaſtical acknowledged within this Realm, 
am “ than that which is, and ſhall be within the 
of ſaid Kirk, or which flows therefrom.” 
How will the /nquirer make it out, that Epiſ- 
of i copal Juriſdiction was in Force, in the Legi/- 
W 22 Meaning, as exprefs'd in the above Acis, 
vat herein the Miniſters of the Goſpel, whom God 
the has notb raiſed up among us, together with the 
or, People that join them, according to the Prin- 


acknowledged to be the true and holy Kirk, and 
that there is no other Face of Kirk within this 


ing Realm? The Meaning can never be, that 
of WW the Miniſters of the Goſpel, whom God has now 
the WW ai/ed up, (to wit, in that Period) were Biſbops, 
00 for that Set of Men had a Being all along in 


not be ſaid to be now raiſed up; conſequently 
the Miniſters of the Goſpel whom Gad raiſed 


any Power or Preheminence over the reft: An 

in this Senſe, the foreſaid Acts, and others, are 
quoted at the End of the National Covenant, 
by our Reformers, Anno 1638. to juſtify the 
Legality of their going about that ſolemn Work 
at that Time. And the Aſembiy that met at 
Glaſgow, in December the ſaid Year, did find, 
upon a great many 2 and unanſwerable 


Grounds, 


ciples contain'd in the Confeſſion of Faith, are 


uþ at that Time, can be no other but Paſtors 
over particular Flocks, none of them N 


Times of Popery, from which this Land was 
then mercifully reformed, and therefore could 


ene + 3% RI 
Grounds, that Epiſcepacy was abjured by the 
'* Confeſſion of Faith, or National Covenant, as it 
was profeſſed and ſworn in the Year 1580, 
1581, and 1590, by the King himſelf and all 
Ranks of Perſons in theſe Lands; and there- 
fore declare, That all Epiſcopacy, different 
from that of a Paſtor over a particular Flock, 
vas abjured by this Kirk, and to be remoy- 
ed out of it.” From whence it undeniably 
follows, that Epiſcopal Furiſdiction could not, 
in the foreſaid Time, be in Force in the Legiſ- 
lator's Meaning, when all thoſe who hed the 
legiſlative Power, had ſworn the contrary, 
To the ſame Purpoſe may be quoted, Anſwer 
by ſome Brethren to the K; ee 1597. 
Calderwood, pag. 382. Ihe Government of | 
«© the Kirk, ſay they, is already eſtabliſhed 
* and conſtituted, upon the Grounds of God's 
„% Word, by the Laws of the Countrey, 
and more than thirty Years Poſſeſſion.“ 
So that according to them, Preſbytery was (et 
tled at the Reformation, and they had been 
in Poſſeſſion thereof from that Time. And 
likeways in a Paper, publiſhed in Conſequence 
of a Prateſtation by ſome Minifters, entered a- 
gainſt the Parliament at Perth 1606. who were 
ſettling Epiſcopacy, there are theſe Words, 28 
Calderwacd relates, pag. 534. This Office 
[ © (2:2, of Biſhops) is againſt the Laws of the 
| Realm, againſt the Acts ratifying the Free- 
dom and Liberty of the true Kirk, and Re- 
« ligion publickly profeſſed within this Realm, 
and in ſpecial the Acts made in the Year 
« 1567, and in October 1579, and in October 
« 1581, and in July 1587. but moſt of all the 


6 firſt 


A 


& 2 
ce firſt AR of Parliament holden in Fune 
« 1592,” Where we have the Judgment of 
this Church, that altho' the Act 1592. was 
more expreſs, yet the Acts before it were plain- 
ly againſt Epiſcopacy; and therefore, according 
to their View, which the Reader will readily 
prefer to the bare Aſſertion of the Iaguirer, 
Epiſcopal Juriſdiction could not be {till in 
Force in the Legiſlator's Meaning, till the 
Year 1592, | if 
As to the Acts of Parliament mentioned by 
the Inguirer, p. 24. to prove, that Epiſcopal 
Juriſdiction was in Force in the Legiſlator's 
Meaning, till the Vear 1592. ſeveral of theſe 
very Acts are quoted at the End of the Natio- 
nal Covenant, to a quite oppoſite Purpoſe, than 
that for which they are cited by the Inquirer. 
He has been at ſome Pains to collect, or per- 
haps to copy out of ſome Epiſcopal Scribble, 
all the Acts in that Period, wherein the Words, 
Archbiſhop or Biſbop are to be found; ſome - 
whereof were made in the Year 1584. when 
the King was in a Rage, becauſe ſeveral honeſt 
Miniſters would not juſtify the killing of the 
Earl of Gourie, and were in the dark anent 
the Truth of a Conſpiracy againſt the King's 
Perſon. But it muſt be remembered that tho? 
the Titles of Archbiſhop and Biſhop were re- 
tained in ſeveral Acts of Parliament, yet, as 
by Act 2d Parl. 1567. no Biſhop could exerciſe 
any Juriſdiction by Authority from the Pope, 
ſo they never had a Diaceſian Juriſdiction re- 
ſtored to them by the worſt Act of that Period: 
Yea, in theſe very Acts quoted by the Inquirer, 
we find the Archbiſhop and Biſhop, claſs'd in the 
G 2 ſame 


„en 
ſame Rank with the Superintendant. Now 
why do theſe Acts make mention of the Super- 
intendant at all, as having equal Power with 
the Archbiſbop or Biſhop, it Epiſcopal Juriſdic- 
tion was then in Force? Was it not becauſe 
the Church found, that Superintendants were 
an Interim expedient at that Time, under the 
. ſeveral Reſtrictions mentioned in the Acts of 
the then Aſſemblies? And therefore it follows, 


592, 
y the 
Luton, 
diction 
Ad 11 
all the 
hurc 
the Ce 
King' 


that the Archbiſbops and Biſhops, mentioned in Me in 
theſe Acts, were in the Eye of the Law, ſub- 1 he A 
ject to the ſame Regulations with the Sper- Ha Ju 
intendants, that is, ſubject to the General 4//em- Mthat t 
blies, which was far from being Epiſcopal Ju- in a5 7 
riſdiction, in the common Acceptation thereof, ¶tbe fo! 


ular. 
left tc 
have \ 
Presby 
ther v 
ſiderec 


It cannot miſs to be obſerved here, that a- 
mong the reſt of the As quoted by the Ingui- 
rer, to-prove that Epiſcopal Jurifdiction was 
in Force in the Legiſlator's Meaning till the 
Year 1592. the 99th Act of Parliament 1581 
is Cited, which is the only Act that is ſpecially 


mentioned, or particularly quoted in the Act Thi 
of Parliament 1592. under the Title of th: Nation 
firſt act of Parliament holden at Edinburgh, Refor! 
October 24th 1581. becauſe tho? it was the were 

goth Act of King James's Reign, according 1592, 
to Skeen's Method, yet it was alſo the fit fixe 
Act of his 7th Parliament, and is the [ndex of % tha! 
all the Acts made in Favours of the Liberty * abe 


and Privileges of the true Kirk, before that — 
Time, and as ſuch adopted in the ſaid Act f 
Ratification 1592. So that the Inquirer, by 
quoting the foreſaid Act 1581, in Favours df 
Epiſcopal Juriſdiction, has thereby alledged, 
that all the Acts of Parliament, made before the 

1592» 


| ET |! 
592, and the 4 1592 itſelf, and conſequent- 
y the Act of Parliament 1690 after the Revo- 
lution, are all in Favours of Epiſcopal Juriſ- 
diction. For, if according to him, the above 
\& 1581, which contains in it the Titles of 
all the Acts made before, in Favours of this 


the hurch, and among others, the Act ratifying 
of the Confeſſion of Faith, aboliſhing Pepery, the 


King's Coronation Oath, &c. If the ſaid A4 


| in Nie in Favours of Epriſcopal Furiſdiction, then 
1b- 1 he Acts 1592 and 1690 mutt eſtabliſh Epiſco- 

er- Juriſdiction likeways, at the fame Time 
n- that they eſtabliſh Preſbyterial Government, 
Ju- Nin as much as both of them adopt and ratify 
-of, the foreſaid Act 1581, with the whole parti- 


a- ular Acts therein mentioned. The Reader is 
ui- iert to judge if any Malignant Curate could 
vas bave ventured upon a more impotent Snarl at 
he resbytery than this; and that it is not altoge- 


ther without Deſign, will appear, if it is con- 
ſidered, That | 27 
Thirdly, as a crowning Stroke to the Refor- 


the ation Period, he denies, that the Pieces of 
rh, Reformation attain'd unto in the Year 1590 
he were ratify'd and approven by Parliament, 
ng 1592, ** Albeit (ſays he, pag. 29.) it be the 
1/1 © fixed Sentiment of the Aſſociate Preſbytery, 
of „that all the Pieces of Reformation attain'd 
% | unto Anno 1590, were ratify'd in the 1592. 


** —Yet I cannot help being of a contrary 
of © Opinion.” And he modeſtly allows, that 
yy Wt ves an inadvertent Miſtake in the Preſbytery. 
of To alledge that a fixed Sentiment is tounded 


, on an inadvertent Miftake, is a proud inſulting 
de Ku upon a Body of Men, which might have 


been 


The Reaſons upon which the Inquirer ſuppon 


mentioned under that 


25 n+. 4 
been more excuſable from another Hand. By 
paſſing this, It is indeed the fixed Sentiment d 
the Afociate Preſbytery, as it is of all who ſtan 
up for Preſbyterian Principles, in this Land, 
in Oppoſition to Prelacy, that the A# of Pur. 
liament 1592, was not the fir/t civil Confirmatin 
of Preſbyterial Government, but only, that | 
more particularly ſpecify*'d the ſame Church Gy. 
vernment and Diſcipline, which had the Coun: 
tenance and Approbation of civil Authority, 
in many preceeding Acts, ſeveral Years befor 
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his contrary Opinion, ** ariſe (ſays he) from th 
Act 1592 itſelf - Where, nor in any Ad 
* of Parliament made before that, is there any 
„Notice taken of the Books of, Diſcipline, 
<< tho” theſe were very important Pieces of the 
«© Reformation then attain'd unto, and conde 
5 ſcended on as ſuch, in the A# and 70%. 
© mony.” To which it is anſwered, That il 
tho? the Books of N be not expreſſ 

itle in the Act 1592; 


yet certainly there is Notice taten therein, « Act 
the ſecond Book of Diſcipline, in Regard, thut of an 
the Matters to be treated in Synads and Pray exce 
teries, as mentioned in the ſaid Act, are ori hic 
for Mord taken out of the ſeventh Chapter 6 pok up 
the ſecond Book of Diſcipline, It ſeems the Ii. ifferen 
quirer has not compared them, ;elſe he would Nent Ce 
not have ſo confidently aſſerted, That there is unde} 
not any Notice taken of the Books of Di/ciplint Eckon, 
in that Act: So the Preſbytery are in no inad- thon 
vertent Miſtake here. If the Inquirer would Marliam 
not take it amiſs, it might be told him, that * 5 
he goes a greater length in yielding the Cauſt erve 


w our 


84 


o Prelatiſs, than they plead for themſelves ; 


nt d 
ſtand er Biſbop Spot ſiwood in his Hi 2 acknows® 

and ages that the Diſcipline of this Kirk was ra- 
pd by the Act 1592, in conſequence of a 


P,+;tion in behalf of the Church, craving, 
1 hat the Acts of Parliament made in the 


G6. Y car 1584, againſt the Diſcipline of the 

ou Church and Liberty thereof, might be abro- 

rity ated and annulled, and a Ratification grant 

fore ed of the Diſcipline, whereof they were then 

non in Practice.“ His Words are, pag. 388. 

The King was unwilling either to abrogate 

Aa WE the Ads 1584, or to grant the Ratification 

n red of the preſent Diſcipline ; Vet 

line, f Bothrwell's Buſineſs, and the many Diſcon- 

f the tentments within the Realm, moved him to 
give Way, leſt he ſhould be troubled like- 


ways with their Outerys.“ 
Another Reaſon why the Inquirer thinks the 


it al- | 

rely ſoctate Preſbytery in a Miftake, is, That 

50% either in the Act 1592, nor in any other 

1, d ACt before that, is there any mention made 

that of any one Act or Deed of the Church, -— 

0 except it be the old Scots Confeſſion, of 

Vii WE which before.“ Anſio. Altho' the Inguirer 

»r of Wok upon the o/d Scots Confeſſion with an in- A 
e . fferent Eye, and imagines that his raſh tran- al 
ould ent Cenſure upon it before, is enough to lay —_— 
re is under Diſcredit, yet the more judicious will 
pline ckon, that the mentioning of the ſaid Con- 
nad- fon ſo frequently in the Acts of the then 


arliaments, as a ſtanding Law of this Realm, 
not a Matter of ſuch ſmall Moment, as to . 
auſt Nerve ſo little Notice, as is hexe given to it "= 

our Author, Further, the ingrofling into , 


| 


| 


na 3 L 56. J. n 
the Act 1592 ſome very material, Paſſages out 
of the ſecond Book of Diſcipline, regiltrated by 


* Aſſembly 1581. is a making mention of a ve is - 

| e and Deed of the Church, cps ge! 
cially as theſe Articles anent the Diſcipline = 
are ſaid in the Act 1592 itſelf '** to be agree( 0 y 
© upan by his Majefty, in Conference had yo 
„ by his Highnof with certain of the Mi. a8 
© niſters conveen'd for that Effect; which by 

Convention of the Miniſters was certainly = 
a Deed of the Church: And therefore the Wh 7 
Preſbytery ſtill, are in no inadvertent Miſtake p 
It is true, he allows in behalf of what the 4 N 
ciate Preſbytery above aſſert, That the old Scat th 5 
Confeſſion and National Covenant, were Deed hes 
of the Church ſome How noticed ; and like- . 1 a 
ways, that there were ſome Acts of Parliament th 4 
before the Year 1592 in Favours of the true Tres 
Kirk, tho” in general Terms, particularly the Ig 
Act 1581. But (ſays he) ſuppoſing all theſe Rel; 
© Reformation Standards to have been autho- 'r 


<< riſed in the Act 1592, yet as molt of thn WW ,. n. 
| © are of a Date poſterior to the Time w he 
< the religious Clauſe of the Burgeſs Oath s the 
© ſaid to have been firſt framed and impoſed, WWF « + p 
e they can no more be a Rule for taking d & 6 
9 explaining of the ſaid Oath now, than tie « A 


« Revolution and Union Settlements can be ſo.” Wl «« ly 
It is anſwered (1.) That the old Confeſſion ani I «<< in 
National Covenant, which he treats with ſome BF «<< p. 
Air of Diſregard, have been already vindicated; 4 ye 
only with Reſpect to the Act 1581, which il © be 
this Place he allows to be in Favours of the « , 
true Kirk, he has forgot that he quoted it be = 1, 


fore, in Favours of Epiſcopal Juriſdiction - 
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he iwill be at a Loß to reconcile bimſelf here; 
unleſs he be of Opinion that the Epiſcopal Kirk | | 


is the fru Kirk. (2.) Granting that the Bur- 


zeſs Oath was framed befbre the Dezth of 
Mr. Knox in the Year 1572; yet before that 


Time; the firff Book of Diſcipline was ſub- 
ſcribed by the Council, and the Confeſſion of Faith 
was ratify*d and approven in Parliament, Where. 


by the Fare' of this Kirk was plainly diſcetned - 


to be Presbyterian, as has been ſhewed above. 


But beſides, it is more than probable that the 
Bargeſs Outh, as it now ſtands, was framed 


and impoſed about the Year 1585, when” the 
National Covenant was firſt ſworn, in regard 
the e Clauſe of ſome Burgeſs Oaths, is much 


the ſame with the Stile of our Nationul Co 


hant; and the Inguirer will be difficulted to 
produce an Authentick Copy; vouched by any 
Trwn Regiſter, of a Burgeſs Oath before the 
Year 1580; having therein the 
Religion as it now ſtands. l = 
There are only two Things more that may 
be noticed; as having ſome Connection with 
what has been ſaid. Tue one is pag. 26. where 
the Inquirer alledges, That a ſwearing the 
** "Burgeſs Oath according to the Senſe of our 


& firſt Reformers, ſeems incohtſiſtent with an 


** Adherence to the Refotmation ſince happi- 


hy ly attain'd unto ;a— and therefore tho? no 23 


cc 


more was thought needful to be abjured but 
+ Popery, at the firſt framing of this Clauſe; 
yet after Epi ſcapacy ind 'h 


* League; for Burgeſſes to overlook the two 
* laſt, were a returning from the more par- 
| H 


50 ticulat 


Clauſe anent 


ndependency have 
deen alſo nationally abjured, as in the Solemn 


C2 
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Tt ticular to the central, and conſequenthj 


an involving themſelves in Deſection and 6 
. _ ©© Backſlidingfrom attain'd>to Reformation.” T 
Auſw. (I.) An abjuring of Popery can never 66 
be. inconſiſtent with any Reformation ſince hap- 6 


| pily attain'd unto; for granting that there were 
x a ſinful Omiſſion in not doing more than ab- 
juring Popery in the Burgeſs Oath, that ſinful 
Omiſnon can never make that which is right, 
I to be in itſelf ſinful, and condemnable, as the 
2 Autbor of the Remarks has illuſtrated to good 
5 + Purpoſe, pag. bo, &c. But, (2.) Burge/ſei 
in their Qath do not overlook Epiſcopacy and 
Independency, more than Popery ; for if the 

ſecond Boat of Diſcipline, which deſctibes Preſ- 
hHhytem, was ſworn to in the National Covenant, 
: then it follows (beſide what was ſaid from the 
E firſt Confelfm ) that there was a very early and 
* expreſs Declaration of the Principles of this 
Realm againſt Epiſcopacy, and every Form of 
Church Government oppolite to Preſbytery, as 

ſoon as it ſhould appear. Now, that the /econd 

Book of Diſcipline was ſworn to in our Nati- 

onal Gavenart, will appear from a Teſtimony 

of unqueſtionable Authority: Ihe 4//embly that 

met at Glaſgow 1638, in their A, Seſſion 16. 
hae the following Words, This Kirk was 
_ <© reformed not only in Doctrine and Worſhip, 
- but alſo —— the Diſcipline and Govern- 
Sa ment of the Kirk, as an Hedge and Guard 
. of the Doctrine and Worſhip, was preſcrib- 
£ ed, according to the Rule of God's Word 
=. in the Book of Policy and Diſcipline, agreed 


upon in the Aſſembly 1578, and inſert in 
the Regiſter 158 1, eſtabliſhed by the Acts 


£6 of 


2 


"Dy = " 

of Aﬀemblies, by the Confeſſion of Faith (or 
„ "National Covenant) ſworn and fubfcribed at 
«© the Direction of the Aﬀembly, and by con- 
© tinual Practice of this Kick.” This being 
the Caſe, granting that the Clauſe in the Bur- 
geſs Oath anent Religion, was framed before 
the National Covenant, yet after ſwearing the 
ſaid Covenant, all other Oaths anent Religion 
were ſurely to be regulated and explained ac- 
cording to the faid National Oath. + C 
Another Objection againſt the Burgeſs Oath, 
under the Head preſently inſiſted on, may be 
gathered from pag. 31. 82. The National 
Covenant (ſays the [nquirer) tho* more ex- 
*© plicite than the Burgeſs Oath, was yet miſ- 
*© conſtructed by not a few.“ And when 
King Charles required our Reformers in the 
Year 163g to ſwear the National Covenant, 
as ſworn in the 1580, with the ſame Mean- 
ing that it then had; Pho? this Demand 
** (fays he) had nothing intrinfically evil in it, 
yet in regard it was a leaving behind, and 
overlooking the further Reformation attain'd 
© unto in the 1638, they refuſed under Form 
of Inſtrument.” The Strength of the Ar- 
gument amounts to this; There was no intrin- 
ſet Evil in ſwearing the National Covenant ac- 
cording to the King's Demand, in the Mean- 
ing it nudge the Year 1580, yet our Reform- 
ers in the Year 1638, refuſed to do it in that 
Meaning, in regard of further Reformation at- 
ta'n'd unto; ſo, altho' there was no intrinjick - 
Evil in ſwearing, the Burgeſs. Oath, in-the 
Meaning that it had when it was firſt impoſed, 
yet it ought to be refuſed now, in regard of 
H 2 | fur- 


1 


tional Copenaut, according ta the K 
when his Intention therein, was ſo plainly and 


8 el pg that Oath, is to defend and ſup- 


5 7: * Ts - 
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tuner Refarmation : attain'd upto.” Anſw. Al- 


there was no intrinſick Evil in ſwearing 


the National Covenant as framed in the Year 


3 85 in the plain and obvious Meaning of the 
ords, yet there would have been' a manifeſt 


- intrinſick Evil in ſweating that Coyenant, gc- 
- cording to the King's Demand by his Proclama- 


15 1638, becatiſe the expreſs Meaning of that 
oclamation was ſet forth-i in the Commiſſioner's 


printed Declaration not long afterwards, and 


whereof they had certain Inſaormation when the 
Proclamation. was made : The Subltance of 
which Declgration, we find in the 26th Seſlion 


of the 4/embly at. Glaſeny the ſaid Year, «ws 
follows; Ihe Marguiſs of Hamilton his 


* Majeſty' 8 Commiſſioner has cauſed print a 
90 Declaration, bearing, that his Majeſty's In- 
« tention and his own, in cauſing ſubſcribe 
<< the Confeſſion of Faith, is no ways to aljure, 
< but to defend Epiſcopal Government ; — 


„ requiring that none take the ſaid Oath, or 


any other Oath, in any Senſe which may 
te got conſiſt with Epiſcopal Government, 


“ Which, ſays the Aſſembly, is directly re- 


<< pugnant to the genuine and true Meaniny 
<< of the foreſaid Ec nfeſſion, as it was profeſ- 
«« ſed.in the Year 1580.“ It is not doubted 
but every Body will ſee, that there would have 
been much intrin/ſick Evil in (we 


's > Demand, 


openly declared. Now, were this the Caſe 
with the Burgeſs Oath, that the Magiſtrate did 


emit.a Declaration, bearing that his Intention 


Port 


M 


ing the Na- 


rt E 
p Go 
or, if 
when 
Word: 
could | 
but ev 
than c 

Th 
the R. 
upon 
deadly 
ſhewec 
Vague, 
owned 
the Ra 
confrn 
ſler Co 
cabal 7 
in the 
that di 
of Par! 
the Di 
which 
and th 
Miſtak 
format 
tify'd 2 
in thei! 


Afſemb, 


ions, 


Time, 
with t! 
faid K. 
cond Y 


* = 
. 
* — 


| 'ﬆf : 6124 4 | 
port Epiſcopal Government, or any other Form 
rv of Government inconfiſtent with Preſbytery, 
ar Wor, if he ſhould but verbally fignify fo much, 
de when he is to aq miniſter the Gab, altho* the 
t Words of the Oath in their native Meaning, 
c- could not bear that Senſe, there is no Queſtion 
q- but every true Prefbyteriau would rather ſuffer 
at chan comply in this Event. "SOR, "v8 
5 Thus an Zfay has been made to vindicate 
nd the Reformation Period from the Attacks made 
he WW upon it by the Inguirer, in order to reach a 
of deadly Blow at the Burgeſs Oatb. It has deen 
on Wh ſhewed that our old Scats Confeſſion is not 
us Wi 2a94e, as to the Worſhip@Md Government 
his i owned and practiſed by Preſbyterians; That 
a WH the KRatification thereof was not weakned, but 
In- confirmed by the Law approving the We/tmin- 
tbe %, Confefiion, It has been proved, that Epi- 
%a Juriſdidion was fo far from being in force 
— in tbe Legiſlator's Meaning till the Year 1592, 
or chat during that Period, there were many Acts 
jay of Pariiament paſs'd, ratifying and eftabliſhing 
ni, Wi the Diſcipline and Juriſdiction of the true Kirk, 
re- WW which was notourly known to be Preſbyterian ; 
ns and that the Apocrate Preshytery were in no 
c- Wh Miſtatce, in affirming that all the Pieces of Re- 
ted formation attain'd unto Anna 1590, were ra- 
ave WF tity'd and approven by Parliament 1592, who, 
„-in their 7 Art that Year, acknowledge, that 
ul, Aſſemblies, Synads, Presbyteries and Kirk- $2/- 
ind %, were uſed: in this Church before that 
ale Lime, vnd they ratify and approve the ſame, 
did Wi with the haill Juriſdiction and Diſcipline of the 
on bid Kirk, quoting the very Words of the /e- 
p- cond Cook of Diſcipline as to Matters to be 
ort | treated 
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dane in Synidr and Prodterier. It habe Scr. 
Alo made appear, that our National Covem nder 
| | | has an Authority, at leaſt of equal Extent wicht may 
= 1 . beſt Laws, and that therein the /#cond Buy of a 


| Di ſcipline was ſwam unto, ' From all whichi 
„ is evident, that the true Religion profeſſed with 
1 tbit Realm, and authoriſed by the Laws ther 
| was THEN and Now, what at this Day: 
known to be, the Doctrine, Morſbip, Dil 
pline, and Government of the Church of d 
land. The ä 
\ SEconD Head of this SECTION was to ſha, 
That the Arguthertts are by no Means concluſn 
which are a iced by the Inquirer to pri 
that the ' Worſhip, Diſcipline, and veſbyteri 
Government of the Church ef Scotland, are 
included in the Notion of the true Religion mii 
ye of the Legiſlator, as well as the Doctr iu 
The Inquirer delivers his Opinion upon 
Head; pag. 32. After the moſt impart 
“Search, ſays he, I am able to make, I as 
not ſee that Preſbterial Church Governmit 
and Diſcipline, are preſently authoriſe! 
5 a Part of the true Religion.” The 4uth 
of the Remarks upon ſame Notes of Sermit 
ſolidly” obſerves upon this Subject, pag. 4 
44 That this Way of ſpeaking is new and ir 
6© heard of till this Debate has introduc's | 
6 The Religion of a Church and the Govern 
„ ment of a Church, have always hithe 
te been ſpoke of, both in Acts of Aſſemd 
% 2nd Parliament, old and late, tho“ not 
9 Things ſeparate, yet diſtinct from one & 
te other: And, in Scripture Language, % 
Religion of a Church, firictly conhder 


7 Ra IS BY i 
as importing eſpecially her Doctrine and 
Sactaments, comes under as diſtinct a Con- 
ſideration from her Government, as a C ii 
may be conſidered diſtinctly from the Walls 
of a City, . or a Vineyard conſidered diſtinet- 
ly from the Hedges or Fences that are about 
it: And as we uſe not to call the Walls a 
{art of the City, nor the Hedges a Part of 
the Garden, no more is it common Lan- 
guage, or an ordinary Way of ſpeaking, to 
call Church Government a Part of Reli- 
gion.“ However, as, this new ode of 
deech is now introduced, it will be necaſſary 
þ expoſe the Weakneſs of the new 47guments 

gat are built thereupon. 8 
The Inguirer's firſt Argument, in Support of 
s Opinion, is as follows; ** Epiſcopals, In- 
dependents, and other Sectaries, notourly 


tr in: 
50h th 
apart 

10 
IL 


known to be ſuch, are admitted to ſwear 


the Burgeſs Oath, as well as Preſoyterians, 
which would never be the Caſe, it the Ma- 
giſtrates of the Burgh looked upon Preſbyte- 
rial Church Government to be a Part of 


the true Religion therein ſworn to.“ An- 
er (1.) His Conſequence by no Means fol- 
ws; for the Magiſtrates of a Burgh, may 


1 ſed : 

Auth 
er 1m 
ad. 4 
nd yt 
ac'd it 
rOverit 


ally look upon Preſbyterial Government to 
a Part of the true Religion ſworn to in the 
burgeſs Oath, and yet admit an Epiſcopal or 
dependent to ſwear the ſame; becauſe eyery 
pod Magiſtrate would rejoice to ſee People of 
1therl ſ : * A \ 
nn bad Principles renouncing them under 
not! e dolemnity of an Oath. (2.) It is notour 
ne u at Epiſcopals and Independents, who have 
KH) Knowledge of what they profeſs, have 
UP | P 7 
{1deret | * ä r 
40 3 | 


: 


Sir Robert Wiſeman, ſays, in his Treatiſe on 


ot ready to meaſutre the Goodneſs of Laws 
„ that are inſtrumentab to adminiſter them: 

Neither are Laws to be judged ſuch, 2 
c their Execution is. Can a Fountain be 


« 25 to run thro? a foul and flimy Channel! 


are not authorifed as a Part of the true Rei 


per to premiſe, that a Juſtification of the "ny 
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 tefuſed to ſwear the religious Clauſe of thi of an) 


Burgeſs Oath, as inconſiſtent with their Prin. ter co 
tiples. * (3. Granting that the Magiſtrates of is thet 


2 Burgh were fo corrupt; as to allow Epiſc- Wl the le 


pals and Independents, remaining ſuch, t gainſt 
ſwear the Burgeſs Qath, it will not follow, WM Revell 


that Preſbyterial Government is hot therein in the 


ſworn to, as a Part of the true Rehgion pre- byrery; 
ſently authoriſed ; for as that eminent Lawyer, ¶ faid 4 


Part d 
caſt u 
The 4 
the Set 
ent a 
Ratific; 
e trog 


« Yea 


the Civil Law, p. 47. We can by no Means 
© allow of thew Way of judging; who ar 


de by the corrupt and evil Practices of thek 


„ judged the worſe, becauſe it is fo unhappy 


& So-neithet can the Law be juſtly charge 
&« with the Exorbitancies of Men, which it- 
„ felf condemns, and was purpoſely made t 
te revenge; and punifh them, and would d 
& ſo too, if Violence, Power, and Fraud di 
not obſtruct its Courſe,” _ b 

His ſecond Reaſon why he thinks that Pref 
byterial Church Government and Diſcipline 


gion, is founded on the Gloſs that he puts upon 
two of the Acts authorifing the Veſtmimiu 
Confeſſion. viz. The Act of Parliament 1690. 
and the Act of Security 1707. 

Before the Weakneſs of the Author's Rei- 
ſoning on theſe Acts be expoſed, it will be pro- 


\ 
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the of any of theſe Acts; or every Part of the Mat- 


in- ter contain'd in them, is not intended; far leſs 


s of Ml is there any Deſign to flinch or draw baek, in 


/e- WY the leaſt, from any Part of the Teſtimony a- 
to Wl gaiaſt' the ſinful Omiſſions and Defects of the 
ow, Wl Revolution and nion Settlements, as ſet forth 
rein {Win the 4# and Te/timony of the Afſoctate A 8 
pres ery; but on the contrary, to vindicate t 
yer; Wl faid 4 and Tz/timony (as has been already in 
Part done) from the calumnious Reproaches 
eim caſt upon it by the Author of the Inquiry. 
an The Afociate Preſbytery juſtly affirm, that by 
aug the Settlement of Preſbyterial Church Govern- 
thek ment at the Revolution, according to the Civil 


Ratification given to it, Anne 1690. a Re- 
“ trograde Motivn is made near an hundred 
« Years backward, and all the legal Securi- 
e ties given to this Church in that coyenant- 
ing Period, from 1638, to 1650, are over- 
* look'd and paſs'd by; likeways all the Acts 
* of the firſt Seſſion of the firſt Parliament of 
King Charles II. together with the infa- 
* mous Act Reſciſſory, whereby a covenanted 
Reformation was razed, and the Acts and 
Deeds of that covenanting Period were 


Pref declared ſeditious and treaſonable, are left 
elne , untouch'd, in this above-mentioned Settle- 
Rel. ment.“ Theſe, and others mentioned in 


Act and Teftimeny, are very ſinful Omiſſiens; 
rom the Sinfulneſs whereof this Review is not 
derogate in the Jeaſt. But altho' the Ae 
ate Preſbytery teſtify againſt the ſinful Defects 


Rea nd Omiſſions of the Act of Parliament after 
ey > Revolution, ſettling Preſbyterial Church 
who oernment, yet they knew: better Things, 


than 


\ 


. 
3 to affirm, contrary to the plain Meaning 1 
e Statute, and the common Senſe of Man- 8 1 
kind, that Preſbyterial Church Government * 
is not ſettled therein as agreeable to the Wiri WW P 


0 
Cod, and conſequently as a Part of _ 4 
Religion; and therefore a Vindication of the . ws 
Acts of Parliament after the Revolution, in f ＋TI 
far as they ſettle Preſbyterial Church Govert- eriflir 
ment, as a Part of the true Religion, 1s by n 1 
Means a contradicting, but a I ing of the {BY 
Act and Teſtimony of the Aſſociate Prefbyte- by th 
ry, as the Author of | the Remarks has Cone much 
e. | | s 
4 26e Taguirer cites a mangled and maim'l * 
Part of the Act of Parliament, January 76M. Ri 
1690, ratifying the Confeſſion of Faith, and ſ. . Ty 
tling Preſbyterian Church Government, pag. 3. thei 
as follows, Our Sovereign Lord and Lady, WF. Ky 
che King and Queen's Majeſty, and wi. 
three Eſtates of Parliament, conceiving . 8 7 
cc it to be their bound Duty, in the rt. wt 
«© Place, to ſettle and ſecure the true * © God 
*© teftant Religion, according to the Truth. __ 
 & God's Word.“ This ſeems to me, fays WF. — 
or a2 a complete Sentence or Declaration in . ES 
'F r ] Legiſlator's Intention . ) 
or ſelf, proporting the Legiſla 5% in A COndi 
= © fecure the true Proteſtant Religion, in t and C 
= * firſt Place; but plainly intunating that ſome, Tran 
thing elſe than the true Religion Was wen sche I 
inte fend Poe and accordingly ip el 
We < ceeds thus, © As alſo the Government, &. as the) 
Andi in the ſtatutory Part, the Act go . © Spe 
| A _ ” thus, < Likeas they, by theſe 3 1 © of ano 
<< tify and eſtabliſh the Confeſſion of Faith 10. r. 


- © read:* And then it follows, © 4s alſe, | acts of 


"WW <4 _ 


i C6 J 1 
do eſtabliſh, ratify, and confirm the Preſ- 
« byterian Church Government and Diſci- 


er „ pline.* Thus, ſays he, the Government of 
„the Church by Prebyters is authoriſed as an- 
" © other Thing than the true Religion, as /epa- 


\ oi © 74te from it, and therefore not of it.” 

This is a very ſtrange Piece of Reaſoning, fo 
trifling that it is ſcarce worth noticing, were 
it not for undeceiving the Simple; for, (1.) 
The Part of the Preamble of the Act, quoted 


much mangled, that it appears in a quite other 
Shape than it ſtands in the Act; which runs 
thus, Our Sovereign Lord and Lady, the 
** King and Queen's Majeſty, and the three 


45 f Eſtates of Parliament, conceiving it to be 
4 their bound Duty, after the great Delive- 
© rance that God hath lately wrought for this 


* Church and Kingdom,-in the firſt Place, 
to ſettle and ſecure therein the true Pro- 
* teſtant Religion, according to the Truth of 
God's Word, as it hath of a long Time been 
* profeſſed within this Land; as alſo the Go- 


tion, agreeable to the Word of God, and moſt 
conducive to the Advancement of true Piety 
and Godlineſs, and eſtabliſhing of Peace and 
' Tranquillity within this Realm. (2.)Where- 
s the Inquirer makes a learned Criticiſm upon 
heſe Particles As ALS0 3 ** Which, ſays he, 
as they are copulative, and for joining Parts 
| of Speech together, are plainly indicative 
of another Thing to follow, than what pre- 
ceeded.“ It may be obſerved, that as he 
' « (fats of being the fir/? upon the Field in a 
TS n- 


wi _ = Per 


by the Inguirer as a complete Sentence, is ſo 


vernment of Chriſt's Church within this Na- 


FA '7 $M 
OControverſy about the Burgeſs Oath, ſo he 
may poſſibly have the Honour to be the fr} 


Critich that ever fixed the ſtanding Meaning of . 


thefe Particles, As ALso, to ſignify that ſome- 


thing quite different, or of another Nature, was 


to follow, than what went before. There are 
Scripture Inſtances in Oppoſition to this Cri- 
ticiſm, mentioned by the Author of the Re 
marks ; particularly, John 14. 1. Ye believe 
in God, believe ALSO in me. 1 Cor. 14. % 
&. AS ALSO ſaith the Law. And if the 
Meaning of As ALso, in the above Act d 
Parliament, be, that the Church Government 
is authoriſed as another Thing than the true Re- 
ligion, and as ſeparate from it, and not of it, 
then the Meaning of theſe Particles muſt be the 
ſame in the Act of Aſſembly 1638, formet]y 
quoted; This Kirk, fay they, was reform- 
* ed not only in Doctrine and worſhip, — bu 
* alſo, the Diſcipline and Government ws 
„ preſcribed,” &c. None will readily im 
gine, that this Aſſembly ſhap'd off the Govern 
ment and Diſcipline of the Church, from be- 
ing a Part of the true Religion; nor were they 
acquainted with this idle Diſtinction, occaſ- 
oned by the new Gloſs upon the above Par 
ticles?” Vet if there be any Senſe therein, the 
Argument will be as ſtrong againſt the Aſſem. 
biy 1638, as it is againſt the foreſaid Act d 
Parliament. But, (3.) To put the Matter be- 
yond all Diſpute, that Preſbyterial Church Go 
vernment is not authoriſed as another Thing 
than the true Religion, or as ſeparate from it, 
and therefore not of it, will be evident fron 
the very Words of the Act 1690. There 


« fore 


„„ 
* ** 
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A 
* 
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% EW 
© fore their Majeſties, with Conſent and Ad- 
vice of the ſaid three Eſtates, do hereby re- 
vive, ratify, andperpetually confirm all Laws, 
„ Statutes, and Acts of Parliament, made a- 
*© gainft Popery and Papiſts, and for the Main- 
tainance and Preſervation of the true re- 
formed Proteſtant Religion, and for the true 
Church ol Chriſt within this Kingdom, in 
ſo far as they confirm the ſame, and are 
made in Favours thereof; Likeas they, by 
**: theſe Preſents, ratify and eſtabliſh the Con- 
'* feflion of Faith, now read in their Preſence, 
and voted and approven by them, as the 
public and avowedConfeſſion of this Church, 
containing the Sum and Subſtance of tbe 
Doctrine of the reformed Churches; As a- 
ſo they ratify and confirm the Preſbyterian 
Church Government and Diſcipline; that 
6 is to ſay, the Government of the Church 
k by Kirk-Seſſions, Prefbyteries, Provincial 
% Synods, and General Aſſemblies, ratified 
., and eſtabliſhed by the 114 Act James VI. 
„ Parl. 12. 1592. intitled, Ratification of the 
. Liberty of the true Kirk, &c. And thereafter 
e ſeceived by the general Conſent of this Na- 
„ 


** 


tion, to be the only Government of Chriſt's 
: Church within this Kingdom ; reviving, re- 
„% newing, and confirming the foreſaid Act of 
N Parliament, in the whole Heads thereof, 
„ except that Part of it relating to Patro- 
nages, c. Where it is obvious, that the 
true reformed 22 Religion is the Gene- 
ral, whereof the Confeſſion of Faith, and Preſ- 
byterial Church Government and Diſcipline are 
the particular Branches: And that by the ſame / 
Ar- 
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Arguments, whereby Preſbyterial Church Go- 
vernment is cut off from being any Part of the 
true Religion, the Confeſſion of Faith will be 
likewa ys ſhap'd off from having any Share in the 
ſame: For the Parliament, in the firſt Place, 
revives and ratiſies all Laws and Statutes made 
for the Maintenance and Preſervation of the 
true Proteſtant reform'd Religion, and for the 
true Church of Chriſt within this Kingdom: 
It is hoped, that the true Proteflant reform'd 


Religion will not be ſeparated from the true. 


Church of Chriſt within this Kingdom, as 157 
it. Now it is plain from what has been ſaid 
above, that there were many Acts of Parlia- 
ment in Favours of the Furi/difion and Diſti 
pline of the true Church of Chriſt within this 
Kingdom, which was known to be Preſbyterian, 
as well as in Ratification of her Doctrine; there- 
fore it follows, that the Laws for the Preſer- 
vation of the true reform'd Religion, and the 
Laws in Favours of the true Church of Chriſt 
within this Kingdom, are Laws of the /am: 
Kind, that is, that a Ratification either of the 
Doctrine or Diſcipline of this Church, is, in the 
Eye of the Law, a Ratification of the true re- 
form'd Proteflant Religion; accordingly the 
Doctrine and Government of this Church are 
eſtabliſhed in the following Part of the Statute, 
as Branches of the ſame true Religion. 
This will be further evident, if it is conſi- 
dered, that in the Preamble of the foreſaid Act, 
the King and Eflates of Parliament, conceive it 
to be their bound Duty, to ſettle the Go- 
„ vernment of Chriſt's Church within this 


Nation agreeable to the Ward of Gd, at 
| ince 


ratifie 
the C 
the 1 
10 B 


n 
ſince this is the Caſe, it cannot be ſaid, in the 
Eye of the Law, to be a Thing ſeparate from, 
and not , the true Religion: But, ſays the 
Inquirer, pag. 39. © The Preamble is not the 
e Statutory Part,— but there is no ſuch Word 
ce there. Anſiu. Altho' it be true, that theſe 
Words, agreeable to the Word of God, which 
are in.the Preamble, are not repeated in the 
Statutory Part of the foreſaid Act, yet will it 
therefore follow, that Preſbyterial Church Go- 
vernment is not ſettled therein as agreeable to 
the Word of God, or, that the Settlement of 
Church Government in the Statutory Part, 
does not reduplicate upon what is affirmed 
thereanent in the Preamble, which is the Rea- 
ſon and Spirit of the Law? But tho? there had 
been any Defect herein, it is ſupplied in ſeve- 
ral ſubſequent As of Parliament; particu- 
larly the ſecond Act of the eight Seſſion of King 
Hilliam's Parliament 1700. Our Sovereign 
Lord, with Conſent and Advice of the Eſtates 
of Parliament, ratifies, approves, and per- 
*«. petually confirms, all Laws, Statutes, and 
„Acts of Parliament, made — for eftabliſh- 
Ding, ratifying, and confirming Preſbyterian 
Church Government and Diſcipline ; that 
is to fay, the Government of the Church 
by Kirk-Seffions, Preſbyteries, Provincial 
** Synods, and General Aſſemblies, to be agree- 
able to the Word of God.” And A ſecond, 
of Queen Anne's Parliament, Sept. 19th 1703. 
ratifies all Acts eſtabliſhing the Government of 
the Church by Kirk-Seffions, &c. exactly in 
the Terms of the above Act; only inſtead of 
70 BE agreeable, it expreſſes it ſtill more cleats 
#5 


8 42 | 7 
ly, As agrteeble to. the Mord of God; ſo that 1 44 
the Acts of Parliament, ſince the Revolution, 4 
which ratiſy Preſdy terial Church Government, 
do ratify it As agreeable to the Mond of God. 
In Oppoſition to all this, the Iuguirer labours 
to prove, pag. 35. That by our preſent ci- 
vil Conſtitution, Preſbyterial Church Go- 
vernment is reckoned human and ambula- 
27 pport of this Aſſertion, he ac- 


— — 


ol — — — 
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God, in not waiting on the General Aſſem- 
<< bly's Settlement of the Government of the 
Church; — but ſettling the ſame after their 
„% own Way, without Regard to its divine 
©. Conſtifution.”” ' 4nſ/w. There is no Order 
in the Houſe of God oppoſite unto the Magi- 
ſrate's ſettling the Government of the Church 
agrecable to the Word of God, tho? it ſhould 
= be before the Church make any Steps that Way; 
1 eſpecially, as in the preſent Caſe, when the 
| Magiltrate ſettles the ſaid Government agree- 
ably to what Church and State had conſented 

to before; and there will be found Inſtances in 
Scripture, where the Magiſtrate has been com- 
mended for beginning a Reformation, even 

when Church Officers were making no previous 

* Effays thereanent. Further, it is a mere bey- 
ging of the Qusſtion to alledge, that the Sos 
Parliament 1690, ſettled Preſbyterial Govern 

ment Government without Regard to iti divine 
Conftitution; for beſides what is above obſerved, 

they not only fettle& Presbyterian Government 
according to the Act 1592, but alſo affirm, 
that it was ** thereafter received, by the ge. 


« neral 
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2 
„ Words were not at all affertory of what ob- 
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ce . Conſent of this Nation, to be the only 


© Government of Chriſt's Church within this 
Kingdom,“ The Inquirer allows, pag. 40. 


That it would feem at firſt View, that the 


divine Right of Presbytery is thereby ac- 
„ knowledged;; yet, ſays he, upon a narrower 
Inſpection, I humbly conceive, that theſe 


© tain'd in the Act 1592, but merely hiftori- 
cal of what took place thereafter, namely, 
between the 1638 and 1649. If he will take 
a more narrow Inſpection ſtill, he will find 
that the above Words muſt tefle& immediately 
upon the Act 1592, and nothing elſe, the na- 
tive Meaning being this, that the Government 
of the Church by Kirk-Seſſions, &c. was ra- 
tined by the Act 1592, and, from that Time 


forth, received, by the general Conſent of 


this Nation, to be the only Government of 
Chriſt's Church within this Kingdom: But 
if what the Inguirer ſays be true, That the 
Period between the 1638 and 1649 is referred 


to, then it will follow, that the Parliament 


1690, ratify Presbyterial Government, not 
only according to the Act 1592, but al- 
ſo. homologate what was done between the 
1638 and 1649, by Church and State, in Pro- 
ſecution of our Covenants, National and So- 
lemn League; and if ſo, then ſurely there can 
be no Quarrel with the true Religion preſently. 
profeſſed and authoriſed. 25 
Another of his Arguments is, That the Rea- 
ſen aſſigned in the Acts 1690 and 1707 for the 


Settlement of Proſbytery, is the Claim of Right, _ 
Which, ſays/ he, proceeds not upon what 
bo OS 


«© the 
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* the Word of God craves, but upon what 
* the Inclinations of the People of Scotland 
«© claimed:* To which it is anſwered, That 


the Article of the Claim of Right is mentioned A ha 
in the Preamble of the Act 1690, only as or il E, 
of the Reaſons of the ſaid Act; there are other MW Ct 
Reaſons mentioned before it, ſuch as the de- 1 W 
clared Duty of the Legiſſator to ſettle the Go- . of 
vernment of Chriſt's Church within this Na- . E. 
tion, agreeable to the Ward of God. &c. But . Ct 
this is what the Inquirer thumbs as not ſuitable .. ab 
to his Purpoſe: However, it was the current * 
Opinion and Judgment of this Church afte MI 
the Revolution, that the Parliament had fette I 7 
 Preſbyterial Government, agreeable to the Wirl Eee. 
of God, as is clear from the Aſſembly's Addreſ ly Go 
to Q Anne, March 22. 1703. —We humbly - v. 
V crave leave to repreſent unto your Majeſty, arlia 
*© that our Reformation from Popery was by * l 
% Presbyters, whereby Preſbyterian Govern- * 
ment, in an equal Parity, without any do- -agt 6 
<< periority among them, was at that Tine uh : 
<« ſettled. The Claim of Right did de. (go 
over 


* clare againſt Prelacy as a great and inſup 
portable Grievance and Trouble to this N. 
tion, and for Preſbyterian Parity in thi 
Church; and by the Acts of Parliament 
<< thereon enſuing, Preſbyterian Government 
ce js ſettled as agreeable to the Word of Gu, 
and moſt conducive to the Advancement d 
& true Piety and Godlineſs,” 

A third Argument is, pag. 36. That out 
Parliament agreed Anno 1707. That Epi 
*© copal Government ſhould continue for a 
<< the eſtabliſhed Government in E * 


ment ir 
mited 
Uate, 
ord 
cotlan 
nquire 


111 
and pag. 39. Our King and Parliament 
have in, the Union Settlement, with the ſame 
% Breath. that they confirmed Preſbyterian 
„ Church-Government, as agreeable to the 
„Word of God, and the only Government 
« of Chriſt's Church in Scotland, conſented to 
«© Epiſcopacy*s being the only Government of 
“ Chriſt's Church in England, and as agree- 
able to the Word of God there, as Preſby- 
A tery is to it in Scotland.” Our Author al- 
lows here, what he formerly denyed, name- 
ly, That Preſbyterial Government was ſettled 
agreeable to the Word of God, and as the on- 
2 ly Government of Chriſt's Church in Scotland; 
tho' with this odious Inſinuation, that our Scots 
j Parliament explicitely conſented, that Epiſco- 
1 % ſhould be ratify'd in the ſame Terms in 
gland, whereby they had eftabliſhed Preſ- 
y 85 bytery in Scotland, But he is under a Miſtake ; 
Tine or the Parliament of Scotland have not ſaid in 
id de. their Act, that they agreed, that Epiſcopal 
Government ſhould be the e/tabliſhed Govern- 
ment in England, either for a limited or unli- 
mited Time: Nor did they in the leaſt inſi- 
uate, That Epiſcopacy is as agreeable to the 
ord of God in England, as Preſbytery is in 
cotland. Theſe are Forgeries coin'd by the 
ent of er; no ſuch Things to be found in the 
det. The expreſs Words of the Act of Secu- 
at our. “; upon this Head, are as follow, That 
Epi the Parliament of England, may provide for 
- nl. the Security of the Church of England, as 
an,. they think expedient, to take Place within the 
"Tl | Bounds of the ſaid Kingdom of England, 
and not derogating from the Security above 
K 2 e pro- 


* 


* 


| e 

provided, for eſtabliſhing the Church of MW ry 

1 5+ Scatlaud, within the Bounds of this King- not 
* . . 40; 
| It is not at all intended to juſtify the genera! I <1 
| and looſe Way, wherein the Parliament expreſs 4 q 
j _ themſelves with reſpect unto England, eſpeci- * 
ally z after both Nations had entered into the «y 

ſame Solenin Oath ; all that is pled for, is, t 

Fhat the Act does not ſpeak in the Way that i 

the Inguirer affirms, who would have his &« , 

Words paſs for the Words of the Act itſelf « K 

The Parliament of Scotland do not determine, imp 

whether the Church of England was Epiſcopal WM We 

or Preſbyterian ; they leave it to the Patlia- ſett] 


ment of England, to aboliſh Epiſcopacy and ſet- 
tle Preſbytery, if they had a Mind, The Truth Wo 
is, they leave it to the Parliament of England, WM the 
to ſettle the Government of the Church there, 4 
as they ſpall think expedient, which was un- mer 
zeftionably ſinful, and makes the united Con- whe 
itution a Breach of our Covenant Union, 3 4 

is affirmed in the 4# and Teflimony : Yet after © 9 
all, it will not follow, That the Parliament % 
of Scotland, with the ſame Breath gave expteß i mu 
Conſent, that Epi ſcapacy ſhould be held to be 42 
as agreeable to the Word of God in England, WE Parl 

as they had declared Preſbytery to be in Sc. *©< th 


land; for they could not at that Time knov, WF te 

how the Parliament of England was to provid . ** th 

for the Security of the Church in that King: © P. 

dom, the Act thereanent not being paſs d wh of 

the Parliament of Scotland enacted as above. <«Y 

be Inquirer further alledges, pag. 39, 4% of th 

- That the Aeli of Security (according to which in n 
2 0 


he ſays former Acts are to be explained) is 
A” | . 
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ry careful to let us know, that Prefoytery is 
not © the only Government of Chriſt's Church, 
« in the Court reckoning, or that it is eſta- 
« bliſhed in Froſecution of that bound Duty on 
* tlement partly admits) of ſettling the Go- 
&« vernment of Chriſt's Church agreeable to 
the Word of God; Bur oNLY that it was 
in Proſecution of, and purſuant to the Claim 
f - Right, which ſeems plainly a reducing 
« of it to a human Foundation.“ Here he 
impoſes ſeveral downright Falſehoods upon the 
World; for, 1. The A# of Security does not 
ſettle Preſbyterial Church Government oNLY 
in Proſecution of the Claim of Rigbt; the 
Word oNLY is forged by himſelf, it is not in 
the Act. 2. He denies that according to the 
AR of Secur ity Preſbytery is the only Govern- 


ment of this Church in the Court reckoning ; 
whereas it is expreſly aſſerted in the faid Act, 


That Preſbyterial Government ſhall be the 
*© orly Government of the Church, within the 
Kingdom of Scotland,” and conſequently 
muſt be fo in the Court reckoning. 3. The 
AA of Security for ever confirms the AR of 
Parliament 1690, ** intitled, Ad ratifying 


the Confeſſion of Faith, and ſettling. Preſby> 


** terian Church Government, with the haill o- 


AI ther Acts of Parliament relating thereto, in 


** Proſecution of the Declaration of the Eftates 
** of this Kingdom, containing the Claim of 
* Right,” And therefore, it is in P*@ſecution 
of the ſaid Claim, that the Legiſlator declares, 


in the Preamble of Act 1690, That it is his 
bound Daty — to ſettle — the Government 


cc of 


4 all Magiſtrates (which the Neuolution Set- 
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© of Chriſt's. Church within this Nation, agree 
<< able to the Word of God, and moſt conduciye 
to the Advancement of true Piety and God- 
lneſs,“ and in the ſtatutory Part of that, 
and ſubſequent Laws, enacts accordingly, as 
has been already proven. But aſter all, grant- 
ing that the Magiſtrate had done no more, than 
ſettling Presbyterial Church Government, an- 
ly becauſe it was agreeable to the Inclinations 
of the People, which yet is not the Caſe; 
what will follow ? Will it follow that therefore 


the Magiſtrate ſettled Preſbyterial Church Go- 


vernment meerly as a human Conſtitution ? By 
no Means, All that will follow is, That the 
Magiſtrate has ſettled ſuch a Conſtitution, 


without determining any thing as to its Origi- 


nal, whether. it be divine or human, becauſe 
it was agreeable to the Inclinations of his Peo- 


ple to have it ſettled 8 them, and to be 


ſure it is poſſible for the Inclinations of the 
People to concur with a divine Inſtitution. A- 
gain, granting that the divine Right of Preſ. 
bytery ſhould be no where poſitively aſſerted 
in Law, will it therefore follow, That Preſ- 
byterial Government, is, in the Senſe of the 
Legiſlator, to be cut off from having any part 
ia the true Religion, when the Law has no 
where declared ſo much? Are ftrain'd Con- 
ſequences to-be taken for the Senſe of the Le- 
giſlator in reſtraining the Liberty of the Sub- 


jet? Are not all Laws that ſeem to reſtrain 


natural Liberty, deny'd any Extenſion beyond 
what is expreſs'd in the Statute? Is the In- 
quirer ſo fooliſh, as to imagine that his low 
quibbling Gloſſes, will be received as the ftand- 

2 ing 


n 
ing Senſe of the Law, contrary to the harmo- 
nious Verdict and common Senſe of Mankind ? 
It is therefore hoped, that no judicious Perſon 
will be impos'd upon, by trifling Evaſions and 
low cunning Artifices, to believe that the Laws 
ſpeak as the /nquirer would have them, in or- 
der to fetch a Stroak at the Burgeſs Oath, 

In Order to make the preſent Laws anent 
Religion look with as bad an Aſpect as poſſible, 
he further alledges, pag. 36. That the Weſt- 
minſier Confeſſion is authoriſed as excluſive 
* of Preſbyterial Church Government.“ Anſ. 
The Falſehood of this Aſſertion has been alrea- 
dy detected. But beſides, it may be affirmed 
in Terms of the Objedtian which he is here 
pretending, to obviate, That “an authoriſing 
«© of the ſaid Confeſſion doth alſo contain an E- 
** ſtabliſhment of Preſbyterial Church Govern- 
ment and Diſcipline, tho' there were no ſe- 


| © parate Mention thereof,” for this good Rea- 


ſon given by Calderwoed, p. 178. That the 
„Confirmation of Doctrine, confirmeth all 
** that dependeth on it.“ And he gives this 
Inſtance in the Year 1585, When Mr. 
Craig and John Duncanſon, ſays he, com- 
** plained to the King and Council, that in the 
Act approving the Doctrine preſently pro- 
** feſs'd, there was no mention made of the 
Policy; they received this Anſwer, That 
** under the Doctrine is comprehended the Policy, 
** as flowing from the Doctrine.“ | 
He further alledges, p. 37. That © the fore 
** ſaid Confeſſion ſeems only to be authoriſed 
'* a8 a ſummary of the Proteflant Deetrines.”' 
nſw. Tho it were, what would be the Harm? 
| 3 | 18 


. 


L. 58% J 
Us Prethyterial Gee een enchided from the 
_ *Summary of the Doctrines maintain'd by Pro- 
teſtants ? Are there no Proteſtants, beſides the 
Church of Scotland, who have Presby terial 
Government among the ſaummary of their Doc- 
trines? But as any who will conſult the AR 
Parliament as quoted above, pag. 68, 69. wil 
find that he falmies the Words of the Act, 6 
hat he fays on this Head: does not deſene 
- Notice. ad 1 
As to his — — the Author of Plain Res. 
* to chaſtiſe the Aſſeciate Preſbytery for 
nnding no other Fault C ith the Revolution Set 
tlement, but Omiffions, by alledging, Tha 
the Church's Scripture Claim of Kight, viz. the 
vg Binder Rite of Frey and intrinſiet Power 
= of the Church, were not ot Heli 3 aſſertet, 
aand practically maintained before the Period 
| between 1638 and 1650: It is anſwered, That 
neither He, nor the Author of Plain Reaſahs, 
ſeem to '\underftand. very well what they at 
vance upon this Head; for every Body, who 
is acquainted. with the Acts and dl Gatten 
of this Church, knows, that the Divine Kiyh 
of Priſlytery and the- antrinfick Power of the 
Church were Eccleſiaſtically aſſerted, ahd 
practically mamtain'd, both in our ff Co 
feſſien, Bovks of Diſcipline and Acts of Aſſet 
dly from the Beginning of the Reformation 
and: downwards, as has been:ſhewed above. 
The Inquirer ſhuts up his Scruples anbnt the 
= - Meaning of the religions Clauſe of the Burg/ 
= Ooh, by afficming,” pag. 43. That ther 
6 | ; are ſome Dottrmes, which, tho contait!' 


4 in the W/tminſter Conte fn. and auth 


« riſes 


=y 

4. 
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&« riſed by the Revelation and Union" Settle- 
ments, ſeem to have been broke thro' by 
„ the Lagiſlator ſince that Time: 
© and therefore will not be found Parts 
« of the Religion preſently authorifed, and 
« conſequently not comprehended in the 
„Religion ſworn to in the Burgeſs Oath;” 
and gives Inſtances of ſeveral Dudirines con- 
rind in the Confeffion of Faith, which have 
been contradicted by ſome As of Purliument 
that have been paſs'd ſince the Union. To 
which it is anſwered, That as all theſe ſinful 
Ads of Parliament, have been, and {tilt are, 
the Subject of a preſent Teſtimony in a Way 
' of Mourning and Humiliation before the Lord, 
Pow? WY ſo it is very far from the Deſign of this Review = 
ertel, ¶ to vindicate any of them. However, it will 
Periol BY by no Means low, that any of the Points of 
Ther Doctrine, contradicted by the Acts of Parlia- 
0% ment, mentioned by the laguirer, are not 
a comprehended in the Religion ſworn to in the 
who Burgeſs Oath; in regard, (1.) That the whole 
tO BY of the Confeſſion of Faith ſtands ratified and e- 
 K14" BY $abliched by Law to this Day; and however 
of de £oful any of theſe late Acts mentioned by the 
Inquirer may be in themſelves, yet in none f 
them is any Article of our Confeſſion, or any 
Aſſem Part of the Act ratifying the ſame, ge. 
maro Prefbycerial Chureh Government, abrogafe 
ove Wor teſeinded. Beſides} as the Author of the Re- 
ent the nrg, lays, page 31. How can a ſwearing 
no fo maintain the true Religion eſtabliſhed by 

te the Laws of the Land, import a ſwearing to 
tho * the oppoſite thereof eſtabliſhed by the Law ?”* 
* The Reader will Au to this Purpoſe, 


Fa. e 8 e of the ſaid Treatiſe, (i.) 
The Religion. ſworn to in the Burgeſs Oath, 
is that which always has deſerved the Name of 
the ru Rehgion, and which has been reputed 
ſo to be, in this Church and Land, from the 
Reformation to this Day, viz. the Doctrine, 
Worſhip, Diſcipline, and Government of the 
Church of Scotland, eſtabliſhed by antient and 
preſent Laws, And it is worthy of the No- 
tice of this preſent Generation, to prevent 
their being impoſed upon by inſignificant, new. 
coin'd Di/tinftions, and thin, empty Quibhlis 
that upwards of anihundred Years ago, when 


there were very bad Laws in Being, Epiſco- 


pal Juriſdictian ſet up, the Act 1592 reſcinded, 
the foe Articles of Perth ratified, and the like, 
the Burgeſſes, notwithſtanding of theſe bad Laws, 
look'd upon themſelves as bound, by the rel 
gious Clayſe of their Burgeſs Oath, to oppoſe 
the Corruptions in Vorſbip, which were im- 
poſed upon them with the Service Book, in 
the Vear 1637; as is to be ſeen in King 
Charles's Large Declaration, printed London 
1639. p. 41. Says the King, There was pre- 
ſented to our Chancellor and Council two 
55, Petitions, ane, in the Name of all the Men, 
„Women, Children, and Servants of Edin— 
„ burgh,. againſt the Service Book.” Some 
Words of the Petition are as follow ; ** We 
Men, Women, Children, and Servants, 
«+ Indwellers in the Burgh of Edinburgh, be- 
ing urged with the Service Book, &c. and 
having conſidered the ſame, find man) 
Things therein, far different from that 
Form of God's Worſhip, univerſally of 
ot - 1 „ cejy 


practi 


into a 
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i ceived and profeſſed within this Kingdom; 
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« and We Burgeſſes, being, at our Entry and 


«© Admiſſion, deeply ſworn for the Maintamance 
© thereof, it now makes our weak Hearts to 
<« tremble, and our weak Conſciences will not 
<« ſuffer us to embrace and practiſe this urged 
« $zruice.” From all which it is plain, that 
Burgeſſes, at that Time, conſidered themſelves 
as ſworn by their Burgeſs Oath, to maintain 
the Purity of Worſhip received and profeſſed 
in this Church, tho' there were Laws at that 
Time authoriſing Innovations ;. the Reaſon was, 
becauſe they always look'd upon that Oath as 
binding to maintain what was notourly known 
to be the true Religion in this Realm, viz. the 
Doctrine contain'd in our Confeſſion, and the 
Worſhip, and Government profeſſed and 

practiſed by Preſbyterians, this Church having 
reformed from Popery by Preſbyters : And the 

ſame Argument holds good to this Nay, The 

Tairn Head of this SECTION was toſhew,- 
That the Burgeſs Oath is not a religious Bond 
and Aſſociation. 

The Inguirer would have theſe Burgeſs Oaths 
which have in them the Clauſe anent Religi- 
on, to be religious Bonds, and then draws this. 
Conſequence, That it is unlawful to enter 
into a religious Band, with Perſons of ſuch dif- 
terent Denominations as are admitted to ſwear 
the Burgeſs Oath, But altho* there be a Clauſe 
in ſome Burgeſs Oatbs anent Religion, it does 
not therefore follow, that the Oath is a religi- 
ws Bond; for there is a great Difference be- 
tween ſwearing to the Lord, and before him 
a3 a Witneſs, and a binding to, and covenanting 

©" o$ with 


, 4 + L 1 f , \ n 
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with him 4s'sP 


as Hurry. In evefy Oath whether 
it be about à Matter facred of civil, there is x 
ke: to, and before the Lord as a Mitineſi, 
but "every Oath is not a formal covenanting 
: gene with him as a Party. The In- 


\ 


er Confounds theſe two,” and therefore his 
ealoning on this Head cannot but be looſe 
and inconcluſive ; for when he propoſes to 
prove the Burgeſi Oath to be a religious Bond, 
and the Aſſociation thereupon to be finful, he 
builds his whole Superſtructure upon Kenzir's 
Defmition of a Natural qr Civil Obligation, which 

is quite impertinent to the NG Purpoſe. 
The General Amt 1649, in their Eæbor- 
tation to their Brethren in England, ſpeaking 
of the Sp/emn League, ſay, In it we have not 

' <© only ſworn by the Lord, but alfo covenanted 
_<<*2o7th bim: Where it is obvious, that they 
conſider copenanting with the Lord as a more 


ſolemn Step, than- merely an Invocation of the 
Name of God in any other lawful Oath: The P. 


Meaſut 
ced to 


Burgeſs Oath is a ſwearing by the Lord, to the ] 
Profeſſion of the true Religion, and Fidelity 22 
| douche 


to the King, that hereby the Magiſtrate may 
have the Letter Security, that the Taker of the hoped, 
Oath,” will, in a Way of fearing God, and the [gu 
honouring the King, act the Part of a faithful I. A 
Burgeſs._ir conſulting the Good and Welfare Nπνi 

of the Burgh, © This is what every Magiftrate Mr, L. 
bas 4 Ripht to demand, Where the true Religion, Nia, 

a2 above-deſcribed, is authoriſed by ancient 
and preſent Laws, in as much as the outward 
Peace and Well-being of a civil Society of er he: 
Chriſtians, depends upon keeping out tho'e Ml. 
who are open Enemies to the true Religion, e mea 
"8 = from 


„ 
of 'that\Society : 


er rom enjoying the Privi 

$1 ut this Demand of the Magiſtrate, can never 
ſs, Wecnominate the Oath a religiags Bend and Af 
ns Wciation, binding Hur geſſes to religious Commu- 

u- ion with bye another ; it is only the Executi- 

his Won of the of the civil Magiſtrate, in pro- 


ecting the Subjects in the free Exerciſe of their 


to Religious and Civil Liberties, in which they 
1d, Were ſcoured by Law, and preventing what may 
he Pe detrimental thereunto. I 
te's Fhus, what was propoſed anent the religious 
ich Cane in forme Burgeſs Oaths, has been in ſome: 
fe. NMeaſure eſſayed. It is Time now to pro- 
or- eed to 5 ** 
ing | 3 5 

ted Do E © 2 7 II. : 
055 Anent the ALLEGIANCE in the BurgeſsOath. 
the | 

The HAT what is to be ſaid upon this Sub- 
the ject may be compriſed within as narrow 
liry- {Pounds as poflible, the following Prepeſitiant, 
way vouched by the beſt Authorities, will, it is 


hoped, be found a ſatisfying Anſwer to all that 
the Inguirer advances, on this Head. 0 
I. ALLEGIANCE is Obedience to the juſt Cam- 


nful dience 

are and, of a lawful Magiſtrate : Accordingly 

rate Ar. Locke on Government, pag. 302. defines. 
in, NAlegiance to be nothing but an Obedience 


according to Law ;” that is, to the Magi- 
ſtrate acting or governing according to Law; 
for he adds, Which when he violates, he 
has no right to Obedience.” What Law 
he means, is plain from pag. 289. The 
| g * Law 
97 | 


| Wi" U 2 ü 
< Law of Nature ſtands as an eternal Rule to n 
all Men, -Legiflators as well as others. The WW Ki 
e Nules that they make for other Men's Ac. Title 
< tions, muſt, as well as their own, and o- ms" 
ther Men's Actions, be conformable to the 
Lau of Nature, that is, to the Will of Gal, 
4 of which that is a Declaration; and the fun- 
« damental Law of Nature being the Preſer- 
% vation of Mankind, no human Sanction can 
<< be good or valid againſt it.“ 
II. ben a Prince has. the Conſent of a Me. 
tion to govern them according to the fundamenta 
Laws of the Society, he has an unqueſtionabl; 
Title to the Allegiance of his Subjefts. That it 
is the Conſent of the People that makes a King, 
is plain from the Dictates of Nature's Light. 
Hind let looſe, pag. 355. All Men are born 
* alike as to civil Power, no Man being born 
with a Crown on his Head, and yet Men 
united in Society may give it to this Man, 
band not to that Man, therefore they mult 
$© have it virtually, for they cannot give what 
they have not.” This is alſo plain from 
Scripture, 1 Sam. xi. 19. All tbe People went 
to Gilgal, and there they made Saul King befor. 
the Lord, Tho' David was anointed to the 
Kingdom by Samuel at the expreſs Command 
of God. yet he was never formally acknow- 
ledged to be King, till the Men of Judah cant 
and anointed him King over the Houſe of Ju- 
dah, 2 Sam. 2. 4. and afterwards, all the Mr 
of Mar that could keep Rank, came with a per 
felt Heart to MAK E David King over all Iſta- 
el, and all the ret alſo of Iſrael were of one 
Heart to Mak £ David King, 1 Chron. 12. 5 
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41 the People of Judah took Azariah and Mane 


him King in Stead 4 his Father Amaziah, 


2 Kings 14. 21. A King thus made, has a 
Title xo the Allegiance of his Subjects, in Vir- 
tue of the Compact that is between the King 


and the People, wherein the King engages to 
protect and defend his Subjects in their Rights | 


and Privileges;; and on the other Hand, the 
Subjects to bear true and faithful Allegiance to 
him in all his lawful, Commands. And this 
Allegiance is due whether the Compact be tacit 


or expreſs; Lex Rex, p. 107. When the 


People appointeth any to be their Xing, the 
« Voice of Nature exponeth their Deed, tho” 
« there be no Vocal or written Covenant. The 


Author of Rectius Inſtruendum, Part 2d, pag. 


17. ſpeaking of his bee f ſays, ** This 
Man underſtands not the Import of Nati- 
* onal Compacts —— which do certainly ob- 


+ lige all Members in the Incorporation, al- 


** tho” not perſonally. ſworn by every Indivi- 
** dual, Will he ſay, that no Subject, as a 
born Subject oweth Fealty and Allegiance 
to his Majeſty, but ſuch as have perſonally 
* {worn the —— Allegiance. If fo, then a Man 
could not be guilty of Treaſon, which is 


certainly a Breach of this Fealty, unleſs he 


had perſonally ſworn, which I know not 
who will affert.” This contradicts what 
Mr. Locke on Government ſays on this Head, 
pag. 278, ©* Submitting to the Laws of any 
Country, living quietly, and enjoying Pri- 
** vileges and Protection under them, makes 


net a Man a Member of that Society. 


Nothing can make any Man ſo, but his — 
| 6c tua ly 
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* twally entering into it by poſitive Engage. 
ment, and expreſs Promiſe and Compaq 37 
which, however it may be true with Reſped 4 obe 

to Foreigners, it will by no means hold as to 

natural Sabjetlt. 

L That our preſent Sovereign King George ll, . * 

A Had, aud retains the Conſent of the People, Bui 
| ' - Which makes a ſatoſul King, is undeniable; . fg 

and.the Mildneſs of his Admiſtration is equally : NV 
obvious ; and with Reſpect unto the Security I not 
hat is gen by the preſent Civil Government, 
into our Religion, Lives and Liberties, the W « ©; 
AZ anent Mr. Nairn ſays, it is“ ſuch as m «wh 
© other People now on Earth enjoy the like? . hot 
_ | He has therefore a Title to Obedience in lau- 
tur Commands; not only in Virtue of the WM felves 
| Compact, but alſo by expreſs Scripture Precept, ple 

Seel. viii. 2. I counſel tbee to keep the King's Ad j 

Conimandment, and that in regard of the Oath 
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| F God. Pool in his Annotations on this verle, Wed 
| 3 obſerves, That the Leeping of the King's Con- bytery 
| 4 \" mandment * is not to be underſtood univer- WM chan“ 
4 4 fally, — but only of ſuch Commands as are ound 
£$Z not contrary to the Will of God.” And ** 
4 upon the following Words, in regard of tie fem; 

N Oath of Cod, he ſays, The Meaning is, © Ei I nants 

| ther, 1. Becauſe of that Oath which thu Wc. 
* haſt taken to keep all God's Law, wheres: mo 

this of Obedience to Superiors is one. Or, 2 


„ 2. Becauſe 'of that Covenant or Oath of lutel 

„ Fealty and Allegiance, whereby thou halt Fes 

engaged thyſelf to him. Tho? this may be Act e 
_ *Gatfo under ſtobd, and is by ſome learned In- ing t 


1 „„ terpreters taken, as a Limitation of their WW in thi 
Obedience to Kings, the Words being thus to th 
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rendered, as the Hebrew will very well bear, 
* but according to the Word of the Oath of God; 
% gbey the King's Commands, with this Cau- 
tion, that they be agreeable, and not con- 
« trary to the Laws of God, which thou art 
*« obliged = to obſerve in the firſt Place,” - 

But, ſays the Inquirer, p. 53. The 4 - 

t ciate Preſbytery, in their Anſwers to Mr: 
t Nairn, p. 55. — acknowledge, they can- 

<< not ſwear the preſent Allegiance to the Go-, 
*« yernment, ſeeing, ſay they, there are no 
* Oaths to the Government in Being, but 
<< hat exclude the Oath of our Covenants, or 

e homologate the united Conſtitution.” Anſw. 
It is appealed to the Afoctate Preſbytery them- 
ſelves, if ever they intended to condemn a fim- 
ple Oath of Allegiance, by the Clauſe of their 
Act juſt now cited; or if they had the Allegi- 
ance in the Bargeſs Oath in the leaft in their” 
View at that Time. It is plain, that the Pre/- 
bytery, by the foreſaid Clauſe, mean no more, 
than to ſhew the Ground upon which they would 
ſcruple to ſwear the Allegiance; conſidered - 
relatively; namely, as it relates to the AZ that 
ſeems to impoſe it in the Room of our Cove- 
nants; this being the only Ground of their 
Scrupte at the Allegiance in their A and Tefti- | 
mony, p. 39. But they never, to this Dar 
condemned the Terms of the Allegiance ab - — 
lutely and impiy conſidered, nor as it ſtands in 
the Burgeſs Oath, bearing no Relation to the 
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An Av of Parliament after. the Revolution impoſ- 
heir WM ing the Allegiance, Further, The Allegiance 
us in the Burgeſs Oath is not the preſent Allegiance 
rea- the civil * as every A 


er- 
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Perſon knows, and yet it is only the preſent 
Allegiance which the Preſbytery-acknowledyes 
they cannot ſwear ;., conſequently, as the 4 
legiance in the Burgeſs Oath is not the preſent 
Allegiance to the civil Government, fo it cannot 
be among the Number of Oaths in Being, which 
exclude the Oath of our Covenants, and ho- 
mologate the united Conſtitution: This is all 
that can be made of the above Words, with- 
out manifeſt Chicaning. It might be further 
added, That if the Preſbytery had been for con- 
demning every Allegiance to the Government, 
however imple, they had manifeſtly contrz- 
dicted themſelves in theſe very Anſwers to 
Mr. Nairn; the Scope whereof is to prove, 
That we ought to acknowledge the preſent 


& civil Authority over theſe Nations, and Sub- 


„ jection thereunto in lawful Commands;“ 
as is to be ſeen, p. 56. of the ſaid Anſwers. 
The Inquirer inſinuates, p. 52. That the 
Coronation Oath, enacted by Parliament 1567, 
is a ſcriptural and proper Term or Condition for 
the Admiſſion of Princes; wherein they are 
bound to ſwear, ** To ſerve God according 
* to his Word, and according to the ſame 
«© Word, to maintain the true Religion,” &c, 
It is no ſmall Meafure of Aſſurance in him to 
make uſe of this Paſſage to ſerve a Turn, after 
be had taken up the — Part of his Book, 


in labouring to prove, that the true Religion, 


profeſs'd by Preſbyterians, could not be known, 
either from our fir/t Confeffion of Faith, or 
Acts of Parliament before 1592: Yea, after he 
- had ranked the above Coronation Oath among 
theſe Ads of Parliament, which are * 
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by him, in his Inquiry, p. 24. to _ that 
Epiſcopal Furiſdictian was then in Force, in 
the Legiſlator's Meaning. But to proceed, 
III. The Allegiance in the Burgeſs Oath is 
duly qualified. In the Burgeſs Oath of Glaſgow, 
the Allegiance is as follows, ** I ſhall be leal 
and true to our Sovereign Lord the King's 
„ Majeſty,” without mentioning the King's 
Name, his Succeſſors, or the Limitation of 
their being Proteftirnts ; ſo that the Inguirer 
is miſtaken as to the Glaſgow Copy, as he is 
in many other Things ; however the Additi- 
tion of Succeſſors in the Edinburgh Copy ſhall 
be alſo conſidered. - 1 
The meaning of LE AL is Loyal or faithful, 
and there are ſome that make it ſignify Lau- 
ful; if ſo, nothing can be more unexcepti- 
onable than Lawful and true Allegiance. But 
to keep by the ordinary Senſe of the Word, 
as it is put for faithful ; if Allegiance be faith- 
ful and true, it can never import Obedience 
to unlawful Commands, or an Approbation 
of ſinful Acts of Parliament; on the contrary, 
it lays loyal Subjects under an Obligation to 
teltify their Affection and Regard to the ſu- 
preme Magiſtrate, by a faithful and humble 
Repreſentation of what is openly amiſs in his 
Adminiſtration : Accordingly the General A/- 
embly in their Letter to King Charles I. June 
18. 1646. expreſs themſelves thus, We are 
* confident your Majeſty will interpret our 
Freedom and plain Dealing, to be a real 
Teſtimony of our unfeigned Affection, who 
bave conſtantly laboured to approve our- 
* ſelves in all Fidelity to our Lord and Ma- 
M 2 „ tex 


© 92 ] | 
bf. ſter Jeſus Chriſt, and in all Loyalty to your 
% Majeſty. The Author of Jus Populi Vin- 
/ dicatum, ſays, pag 249. ©* A Man may keep 
£* Allegiance or Fidelity to the King when he 
<* cannot obey his Commands.” Obadiah waz 
a faithful and loyal Subject to Ahab, tho* con- 
_ trary to his commang he hid the Prophets. It 
is certain that no Meaning can be put upon 
Faithful and true Allegiance, that can in wy MW « 4 
— of Language import an obeying of « vi 
Man rather than God; for. it can neyer be 0 
faithful and true to the Sovereign, if it is not MI « of 
| ſubordinate to the Duty we owe to God; and «c... 
© conſtant Experience has found that the 3% w 
Men have been the beſt Subjects. And this W * 
leads to Propoſition , © _ —, 
IV. That tho” the Allegience in the Burge fe 
Oath were more indefinite than it is, yet certain «© to 
Limitations would neceſſarily. be underſtood. An © he 
Allegiance abſolutely unlimited, where all Li- W Com 
; mitations are in expreſs Terms cut off, can be W ve 
ſworn to no Mortal. The ſwearing to give MI < pre 
blind implicite Obedience to the Commands MW to 
of Men, is utterly inconſiſtent with our Ob- . 
ligation to the Moral Law, which is indi- *© ge 
N binding upon us as rational Creatures. per 
The learned Calderwoed grants that a genera © 2h; 
Allegiance is lawful; Altare Damaſcenum, p. 9M © la 
5 — Juramentum Fidelitatis quod amn “ ſes 
or ee debent, non damnamus. of 
that is, We do not diſapprove of a gener Dr. $ 


Oath of Allegiance which all Subjects ougt be qu 
do take. The Reaſon is, becauſe it is allow MW dience 
on all Hands, that in all Promiffory Oo ly exf 
whereof this of Allegiauce is one, there are vo Paren 

| | oak tal 
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tain tacit Limitations and Conditions, which 
in the very nature of the Thing, muſt neceſs 

ſarily be underſtood, and which it is not ufoal . 

to expreſs, becauſe they are obvious to every 

one. Covenanters Plea, chap. 16. Diviney 

{© reaſonably ſay, that to all promg/ſory Oaths, 

certain Conditions, tho' not expreſs'd, are 

60 yet neceſſary to be ſuppoſed, UIZ. If God 

{© will, otherwiſe the Performance will be im- 

<< poſſible; i lawfully I may, otherwiſe the 

** Oath, will be Vinculum Iniguitatis (a Bond 

of Iniquity) and make us Debtors to Hell. 

© wn If Things continue in their preſent Stute, 

„which muſt not be taken in its Latitude 

+ for then, ſuch are the Contingencies and C 

** Viciffitudes of human Affairs, that very 

few promiſſory Oaths, relating to Things 

** to be done at any diſtance of Time, would 

de found obliging.** Durham on the Third 

Commandment, ** I here is alſo to be obſer- 

ved theſe tacit or expreſs Conditions in all 

** promiſſory Oaths (and ſometimes it is fit 

to expreſs them, and fometimes not) 1. F 

** God will, and if nothing interveen to hin- 

der, James iv, 15. 2. If T live and Health 

permit. —— 3. Se far as the fulfilling of 

* this ſhall be lawful, for it can only tye to 

** lawful Things, and lawful Means and Cour- 

** ſes; and this is eſpecially to be underſtood 

of indefinite Oaths. To the ſame Purpoſe 

Dr. Sanderſon, Ameſius, and many others might 

be quoted. We find alſo in Scripture, Obe- 

dence injoined without any Limitation actual- 

ly expreſſed, Col. iii. 20. Children, obey your: 
arents in all Things. ver. 22. Servants, obey 
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n all Things your Maſters according to the Fleſh, 


Rom. xiii. 1. Let. every Soul be ſubjeft unto the 
bigher Powers. Tit. iii. 1. Put them in Mind 
to 1 to Principalities and Powers, to o- 
bey Magiftrates. In all 'which and the like 
Precepts, as is clear from other Scriptures, 
the Obedience injoined is to be given only in 
Things lawful, that it is to be Obedience in the 
Lord: So in the preſent Caſe, Leal and true 
Allegiance, cannot deſerve the Name, if it is 
not underſtood in Things lawful; whych are 
neceſſarily included in the very Terms them- 
ſelves, and in the Nature of promiſſory Oaths, 
as has been ſaid above. And whereas the Al- 


legiance in our Covenants is look'd upon to be 


the Standard of a right qualified Allegiance, it 


1s therefore obſerved, 


V. That the Allegiance in the Burgeſs Oath 
is equally limited with our Covenant- Allegiance. 
The Inquirer aſſerts, pag. 52.- that By our 
National Covenant and Solemn League, 
& which were ſworn both by King and Sub- 
*« jects, their Obligation to preſerve his Ma- 


© jeſty's Perſon and Government, is qualified 


% with, and ſubordinated unto the Preſerva- 
* tion and Defence of the true Religion and 
© Liberties of the Kingdom.“ Further, by 
* the claim of Right the Scriptural and Cove- 
& nant Qualifications and Limitations of the 
* Allegiance are left out, viz. The Mainte- 
s tenance of Religion and Liberty.“ And af 


' terwards, page 57. he ſays, ** This Nation 


o hath attained to ſo great a Length in Refor- 


mation, as to make the Terms of our Alle. 
| 6 giance 


into tl 
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ing to 
fence 6 
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e not 
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ght 75 


„ 
| « glance a Stipulation in our Covenants and 
; © Laws.“ ; 


he The Terms of the Allegiance in the National 
1d Covenant are as follow; We promiſe and 
9 „ ſwear, that we ſhall, to the uttermoſt of our 
ke « Power, with our Means and Lives, ſtand 
s, to the Defence of our dread Sovereign the 


King's Majeſty his Perſon and Authority, 
in the Defence and Preſervation of the fore- 
& ſaid true Religion, Liberties, and Laws of 
„the Kingdom.” In the Solemn League the 
Terms are much the ſame, via. We ſhall — 
** endeavour— to preſerve and defend the 
King's Majeſty's Perſon and Authority, in 
the Preſervation and Defence of the true 
** Religion and Liberties of the Kingdoms.” 
The Inquirer ſeems, with many others, to be 
in a grand Miſtake as to the plain and literal 
Jath Meaning of the Allegiance in our Covenants, 
nee. He ſeems, without due Inquiry, to have gone 
our Into the vulgar Error, which is the Foundati- 
gue, ¶ on of the Antigovernment Scheme, that, accord- 
Ing to the Covenants, the Preſervation and De- 
Ma- Wl fence of the true Religion and Liberties of the 
lihed Wl Kingdom, is to be a Call fran of the King, 
va. without which the Subjects are not bound to 
and ¶ preſerve and defend his Perſon and Authority, 
by dat is, unleſs the King have ſuch Qualificati- 
,ove- Hens, as can ſtrictly and properly come under 
t the ¶ de Notion of true Religion, and the Defence of 
It, the Subjects, according to our Covenants, 
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d af- ie not Bound to give Allegiance to him as their 
ation Wlawful Soverei gn: For with reſpect unto down- 
vt bt Tyranny, there is no Debate. 

E- 


This 


pe 


the following unqueſtionable Authorities. All 


as any in chat Period; and therefore his Opi- 


the above- cited Clauſe of the Covenant, he 
ſays, Tho“ ſome endeavour to juſtify theſe 


„ ſeſs myſelf convinced, that our Allegiance, 
„and durborily, is an abſolute Duty, founded 
d to other; aud are bound to God to perform 


of the King, which not only J, but othe! 
„% Miniſters have undergone, in the Oppolr 


his Vindication'of the Solemn League, in Op- 
poſition to the Oxford Divines, intitled, Faft- 


» + 


— 
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This Opinion, however cmmonly received, 
is ditectly oppoſite to the Meaning of our C:- 
wenants, and known Principles of our Cove- 
hanters and Refbrmers, as ſhall be evidenced by 


who are acquainted with the Character of that 
learned and godly Miner, Mr. Zachary Crof- 
ton, know, that he was as zealous a Defender 
of our Covenants and covenanted Reformation 


ion in this Matter, may be allowed to give 
icht unto us at this Diſtance of Time. In 


ning of St. Peter's Hotters, p. 103. ſpeaking of 


<<. Words, as a Condition put upon our Duty 
«© by the Parliament, who tray limit the Pre- 
<< rogative of the King, as well as extend it, 
© { am not of their Opinion; for I do pro- 


* and ſo the Preſervation of the King's Perſm 


4% in the Relation, without ' Regard to the 
« Puality, Piety, or Impiety of the Perſon, 
« who is bound alſo to his Duty, but not on 
© the Condition of the Subjects Duty; boch 
© King and People owe a reciprocal Duty each 


eit; but the Duty of the one is no limiting 


% Condition to the other: And therefore in al 
<< theſe Contefts for the Covenant, in Beha 


„ tio 
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46 who divided the K 68. from the Pep 
« (o.the Mezning 75 t i thus, % being in the 


4% Preſervation aud Fil Ius Religi- 
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4 1 * 5 1 I wiſh” therefore it 
4 ſerved, hich the Words fall into 
: plain Benth „And the Sentence is in- 


« 
* ite without t erir; and they are fixed at 


e the End of 1 Ol j ation which Lr un- 
e unto the Rights and Privileges ligment, 
4 Liberties of the Sue, 2, 2 the 
rg. ervation of the King, and yet theſe can- 
not be limited. This Senſe is not only coh- 


ap ſonant to the Principles of right Reaſon and 


true Religion, but alfo to the Declaration 
* of the Parliament, in their then Proceedings, 

* and; the Scope of this Covenant, and this ve- 
ry Article, which cloſeth with a moſt arte 


2X Appeal to the World, to bear witneſs of our 
4 Loyalty, and that wwe have no Thoughts 1d 
een his Majefty's juft Power and Great- 


"66 


: 152 t appears from the Vindication of the ſeriaus 


Ne of the Miniſters of London, 
6. c. that after the Parliament 
of land had entred into the Solemn League, 


"they "fre quently .dec}ared (as Mr. Crofton ha# 


hinted) that the above Words of the Covenant 
were not to 0 be underſtood, as if they were 


va 1 bound 


61 124 


* 


l. ve 4 170 . 
bound to preſerve 


Preſeryation of the true Religion; yea, on the 


l 


n, 
| e King's Perſon and Au- 
thority any when He was in the Defence and 
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con „they declare, That notwithſtand- 


ing of His Majeſty's Proclamation againf 


King never entred, nor ſhall enter, into their 


their General and 8 as Traitors, yet 


they will preſerve His 
. * Crown. from all Dangers ; — and that the 


* 


Lajeſty's Perſon and 
% Thoughts of murdering or depoſing the 


* 
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* loyal Hearts.“ This was at a Time when the 
King Was acting directly contrary to His juf 


Authority, Privileges of Parliament, Liber. 
ties of the People, and when He was heading 


a ſtanding Army againſt them: Yet after al, 


tbe Parliament, in Conſequence of their ſweariag 
the foreſaid Article in the above Senſe, declare 


in their Ordinance, Feb, 15th 1644. That 


the End of the War, undertaken by the 
Parliament, was to preſerve the King's 


„ Perſons?” The Author of Jus Populi Vindi- 


catum, tells us, That the Author of Napbtal 
was of the fame Mind, and clears his Meaning 


"*0 


„% That no Allegiance, Fidelity, or Obedience 
£6 was 


on this Subject, p. 246. Naphtali does not mean 


due, or to be giyen to created Powers, 
*© but when, and in ſo far as, they did aQu- 
ally own, and contribute their utmoſt for 
the promoving or eſtabliſhing of Religion and 


<< the Liberties of the People,” Page 246. 
„ © Woe deny not Obedience even when the 


© 


; 4 directly ſaid to be either in Defence of Re- 
.** ligion or the Liberty of the Subject: 8 
that we croſs not what the Miniſters ſaid un- 


At- of Obedience, cannot be properly and 


« tg 
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« to the Doors of Aberdeen, for we take not 
« that Clauſe as ercluſive, that is, that we 
« ſhall never defend His Perſon and Autho- 
« rity, but when He is actually and actively 
2 as Religion and Liberties, but on- 
« ly as a Ręſftriction 8 thus, 
that we ſhall defend His Perſon and Autho- 
«© rity, ſo far as may conſiſt with Religion 
« and Liberties. - And thus we alſo agree 
« with the General Aſſembly 1639, for we 
ſay it is the Subjects Duty to concur with 
their Friends and Followers, as they ſhall 
de required, in every Cauſe that concerns 
% His Majeſty's Honour, yet ſo, as that they 
do nothing to the Prejudice of Religion and 
+ Liberties.” The Miniſters above referred 
to are Mr, Dickſon and Mr. Henderſon, 
who took the Covenant and Civil Allegiance 
lkeways, and defended the Lawfulneſs and 
Conſiſtency of both, altho' the King was of a 
liferent Religion from them, as is to be ſeen 
in their Anſwers to Replys,' p. 57. We all 
by our Oath of Allegiance, and other 
Obligations, acknowledge that we owe ma- 
ny other Duties to the King, which were 
very impertinent to mention in this Co- 
* venant.” Covenanters Plea, p. 34. A 
Man might, and may bear Faith and true 
% Allegiance to his Majeſty, and yet take an 
Oath to endeavour in our Callings the Ex- 
* tirpation of Prelacy.” Thus it is evident 


that Mr. Crofton's View of the Covenant Al- 


legiance, was the commonly received Senſe 
o it in that Period. | = 
77 991 - The 
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be Jujgment of- Church of Asian 6e. gu 
after:eutering into the, olemn League, will be fre 
alſo found to concur with the Senſe that he pe 
been given of the above. Article thereof ; a feu ce 
Inſtances of En may ſuffice. Afſtmbly' 5 Let. «M 
ter to the King, 1643. When we remem- . 
ber; even of Sense we, owe Honou tee 
e and Sübjection untg, your Majeſty, as our MW +* pt 
** dread; Soyereign, as well in your Majeſty's T 
* Abſence as Preſence, we find our Obligz- of $: 
tion to be religious, thereby much ,increal- W Alleg 
ged.“ Wbere it is plain, they aſſert that activ. 
their Obligation to be religious, is no way lel- MW dent 
ſened, but increaſed by the Honour and Sub- Par. 
e which in Conſcience they owed to the ++ dy 
ing's Majeſty 'as their dread Sovereign, tho © leg 
of a different Religion himſelf, and likewiſe W ** the 
defending a different Religion at that Time, MW /-/ſion 
as is notourly known. And that they did not W ance 
2 their Subjection or Allegiance to the of the 
ing, turn upon his Defence of the true Re-: be th 
ligion, | will be. evident from the following MW tion 0, 
Words of their Letter, We at this Time in Majz 
all our Conſultations and Conclutons— Com 
have fixed our Eyes, upon your Majelty's W and þ 
Honour and Happineſs, with no other, and gien 7 
© no leſs Intention, than if we had been ho- of ou; 
„ noured; by your Majeſty's Royal Perſon in M *© It 
 $:our:Aﬀembly.”* This will further appear MW © Dit 
from the-/ſembly*s humble Remonſtrance to ie WM © Ki, 
Kieg, 1645. The whole Courſe of our Pro I © but 
es ceedings from Time to Time in the Po- * for 
1 ſecution of this Cauſe, does make know! OW. 
Leto the World, and we truſt alſo ro your “ tho 
if own Conſcience, our Loyalty and wy '* Op 
| 66 gu * 


| YE, 
. 
10, „ Subjestton, and bow fat dur Icttentiöns ite * 
| be from the Bimioutien of your Majeſty's juſt | 
has Wl Power and Greatneſs; and alths* the Suc- 
few. ** ceſs of many of our bumble Addreſſes to your 
Let- « Majeſty, hath been fuch as did fruſtrate our 
em- Deſires and Hopes, yet this hath, not blot- 
our i ted out of our Hearts, our Loyalty fo often 
our I} ++ profeſſed before God and the World.“ | 
{ty's That it was the ſtated Opinion of the Church 
ig: of Scotland at that time, that true. and faithful 
eal- W Allegiance was due to the Sovereign, tho” not 
that W actively in Defence of the true Religion, is evi- 
le- dent from the J/Veftminfter Confeſſion, Ch. 23. 
Par. 4. ©* Infidelity or Difference in Religion, 
** doth not make void the Magiſtrates juſt and 
legal Authority, nor free the Peo A from 
their due Obedience to him.“ This Con- 
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Difference betwixt theſe to, owning the 
King and defending his Authority, neuer, 
but when he is actually owning and active 
for the Cauſe and Intereſt of Chriſt ; and 
** owning of the King and defending his Au- 
© thority, aways, but when he is in actual 
'* Oppoſition, and in a ſtated Cantradiction 

Þ ** 46 


FX NE 
and Intereſt of Chriſt: $ 


ifference betwixt | theſe two, 


<<. there is a 


f Men- concurrencs in defending and promoy- 
ing of the King's Authority, when he is 


<< oppoling the Work of God, and aual an- 


* nulling, diminiſhing, or utter overthrowing 


of his Power and Authority when he is ſo 
5 ſtated. — The Covenanters do not fay that 
they are never bound to defend him, but 


when he is actually promoving and advan- - 


<« cing. the Work of God, according to his 


| „ full Power and Place, Nor do they ſay that 


« when he oppoſeth the Work of God, they 
<< are at Liberty to deſtroy his Perſon, or to 
4 ſpoil and rob him of his juſt Power and Au- 
« thority ; and therefore both that Clauſe in 
<< the Covenant and their Proceedings may be 
% abundantly juſtified without claſhing with, 
C or contradicting the Confeſſions of Proteſtant 
Churches, or of their own; for ſtil] they ac- 


4 knowledge, that Difference in Religion doth , 


< not make void the Magiſtrate's juſt and legal 


Authority, nor free the People from Subjcc- 


&* tion.” Hind let looſe, p. 366. We do not 
„ ſay, that we are never to own him, but when 
actually exerciſed in proſecuting theſe Ends 
* (viz. of Religion and Liberty.) But we ſay, 
« We are never to own him, when he is ty- 
5 rannically and treacherouſly abuſing bis Au- 
« thority, for deſtroying and overturning theſe 
Ends, and violating all the Conditions of 


his Compact.“ , 


It is hoped that what has been advanced from 
ſuch good Authorities, has tended to vindicate 
our Covenant Allegiance, from that corrupt Glols 

| put 


e 
put upon it, and too generally received, vis. 
that the afual Defence and Preſervation of the 
true Religion, muſt be a Qualification in the 


) King, Whoſe Perſon and Authority we are 
) bound to defend: Or, that we can give » 
8 Allegiance to'a King, but one who is ſo and fo 
s religiouſly qualified. As this is the very Soul of 
= the Antigovernment Scheme, ſo it is an Opini- 
g on Contrary to the plain Tenor of Scripture, 


0 to the Doctrine of all the reformed Churches, 
at particularly of this Church in her Conſeſſien and 
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ut Covenants, as has been ſhewed in the Anſwers C 
1- - to Mr. Nairn. And how far it is contrary to 

is the declared Principles of our Reformers and 

at Sufferers, and the Judgment of reforming A/- 

ey ſemblies, appears from what is ſaid above. 


It now remains to ſhew, that the Alegiance 
in the Burpzeſs Oath is equally limited with 
that of our Covenants. In order hereunto, the 
Reader muſt remember, that (as has been ſaid) 
in dur Covenant Allegiance, the Preſervation 
and Deſence of the true” Religion and Liberties 
of the Kingdom, is conſidered. as the Right of 
the Subjects, which they cannot warrantably 
diveſt themſelves of, and that in the Maintain- 
ance and Preſervation of this Right, they will 
defend and preſerve the King's Perſon and au- 
thority :- And this will be found to be the Caſe 
alſo in rhe Burgeſs Oath; for it muſt be grant- 
ed, that the ff Clauſe of the Burgeſs Oath 
anent Religion, is equally binding with the 
ſecond anent Allegiance, and that the ſecend can- 
not derogate from the fir, but muſt be under- 
ſtood as roextenſive with it; in regard it is fully 

conſiſtent with the ſtricteſt Profeſſion of Reli- 
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ion, to bear 0 and true ser iy 7 
the Spyereign, tho 1 f a different Re 8 from ation 

ps. And cherefore if theg6r/ and ſecond Claus N ha 

8 the 17 ath.he congecked together, a MN bet 

they muſt of f Necediity he, ,unleſs.there be an alien 
| nconfiltency 2 2 * which no man is i ſent 

| capable to prove, then the 4lleg: 287 in the 2. 
. Burgeſs Oath will turn out much in the ſame 

N Manner, with what has be obſerved aboye 
aànent the Allegiance in our . viz. /, 
 allawing with ny Heart the pk Religion pre- 

euch profeſſed quithin this Real Ms and auth;- 
Hed by the forger and proſent Lew: there 
and abiding at, and defe the ſame to wy 
Life's End, reuguncing . man Religion 
called Payiftry ; 3 BE LE EL And TRUE 

te aur Sauereign Lard the King's Majeſiy (ac- 
cording. to the Glaſgow Oath ;) or, which no 

Way alters the Caſe, or,perplexes the Oath, 

| 4 as ſhall be ſhewed, to aur Sovereign Lord Kin 

4 George the Second and bis & ueceffors (according 

| to. che Edinburgh Oath.) This will be further 

clented under the next Propoſit tion, vz. 
VI. That the, Allegiance i in the Burgeſs Oat! 
does not reduplicate upon the Laws of the Land. 
The Inquirer ,, pag. 53. is perſuaded that the 
Allegiance in the, #urgeſs Oath carries us to the 
Laws of the Land, that it;reduplicates upon 
the Revolution and Union Settlements, as the 
Condition thereof. And page 56. he ſays, 
„When it is confidered,.. that the Impoſer“ 
denſe muſt be the Jurant' R — the In- 

„, , corporating Union, the Patronage, Tolerd- 

tion, and Porteus, Acts, and Aiuration Oath 


* — lia and trye in che Impoſer' 


Anſiw. 


de to 
from 
auſes 
r, a 
Ee an 
an is 
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ation, and has a native Tendency to beget diſ- 


loyal Principles in the Minds of many of the 


beſt affected Subjects in the Nation, and to 


alienate, them from all Obedience to the pre- 


ſent civil Magiſtrate in his lawful Commands. 

2. Anent the Impaſer's Senſe being tht Ju- 
rant's\ Rule, This Matter has been cleared at 
large, - in Oppoſition to what the Inguirer 
maintains, p. 21, &c. of this Review ; and 
there is no Room for needleſs Repetition. 

3. Whereas. the Inguirer ſays, that the Uni- 
en, Patronage, | Toleratuon, and Porteus Atts 
are liaal and true in the Impoſer's Senſe; it is 
modeſtly aſked, if he underſtands what he ſays ? 
They are leal and true |. what? Whether are 
they, leal and true As, or are they lea and 
true Allegiances in the Impoſer's Senſe ? If leal 
and true Acts, what is that to the Purpoſe of 
the Allegiance? If leal and true Allegiance, then 
whether may not a notour Facobite (who may 
look upon the Patronage and Toleration Acts 
to be very leal and true) in this Caſe be a layal 
dubject to his preſent Majeſiy? It would be 
quite out of the Way to inſiſt further upon ſuch 
%%%“ 

4. If the Allegiance reduplicate upon the 
Laws of the Realm, then there never could, 
and probably nevet will be a lawful Allegiance ; 
in regard there never yet has been a Period 


wherein there have not been fome ſinful La Ws, : 


upon which the Allegiance in this Cafe, muſt 
be ſuppoſed to reduplicate : Vea, in the Peri- 
od; between the 1638 and 1649, there: were 
ſeveral ſinful Acts of Parliament ſubſiſting, and 
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Auſiuer 1. This is a maſt invidious Inſinu- 
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modal Covenanters did- ſwear the tivil Alegi- 
ante, as well as dada, as has been 
* above. a 
5, It will be dun, that the Allegiance re- 
1 the King 'as King, if it is conſi- 
_ dered, that it is only with him as King, that 
the People haue to do as Subjefts ; and their 
Compact is with him only as he is 4 King ; for 
it is in this Relation only, that he is: the Mi. 
nifter, of” God for Good to his Subjects, and a 
evenger to-execute Wrath upon him that doth 
oil. Accordingly” the: Author of the Hind 
tet looſe, pag. 364. ſays; It is only with him 
N bs that the le covenant, and he 
„ muſt tranſact with them under the fame 
„ Conſideration.“ Now if King George II. 
be neither a Tyrant nor Uſurper, which none 
can reaſonably preſume to ſay, then he has a 
'Fitle to the Allegiance of his Subjects from 
the fab Comma ndmont, and they are — by 
that Commandment, to be true and faithful to 
him as their political Father. The Author of 
Hind let looſe, ſhe ws at large, page 410. Ce. 
that Where Dram and Uſurpation do not take 
Place, the Subjects are bound to Allegiance by 
the fifth Commgndment. So that it is to the 
Sovereign as ſuch, and not to the Laws, that 
the Subjects ſwear in their Allegiance. And 
as there is no Mention of the Laws in the A. 
legianite, fo the Impaſer'sSenſe, be what it will, 
muſt be 1 in the Oath, otherwiſe the 
Oath muſt be taken as it ſtands, in the plain 
and common Senſe of the Words; ; unleſs the In- 
guirer be of Opinion, that there is a plain and 
Oe * the Wanne, in which an Oath 
may 
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may be taken, differing from the plain and 

re- common Senſe of them, in which it may be 

bi- BY. ordinarily adminiſtred, which would introduce 

har Ml all Manner of Deceit and Equiyocation into 

cir chat folemn Act of religious Worſhip: © But 

for to proceed to Propoſition + 9 1 4 E 6 

.. VII. That the Succeſſor in the Burgeſs Oath, 

da Wl #5 @ Sucrefſor in Office. It might be proved at 

loth great Length, that by the Laws and Conſtitu- 

ind tion of this Kingdom, the Succeſſion to the 

um Crown, by the Eldeſt of the Royal Family, is 
not in Virtue of an Hereditary Indefeaſible 
Right, but in Virtue of the Nation's making 
Choice of ſuch a Family: And as an Evidence 
hereof, - the Repreſentatives of the Nation, 2B 
tho” they have thought fit to intail the Crowr = 
upon ſuch a Family, have yet, when Neceſ- F 
ity ſo required, transferred the royal Dignity,” 9 
from the next immediate Heir, to another of > bi 
the ſame Family; of which ſeveral Inftances 1 
might be given. It is plain from the preſent 
Settlement of the Crown, and the Limitation 7 
of the Succeſſors being Proteſtant, that the Suc- ' 
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ceſſion is, by Law, taken quite off the footing 
of Hereditary Right: And if any who ſhall 
ſucceed to the Throne turn Arbitrary andTyran- 
nical in their Adminiſtration, diſpenſing with | 
the Laws; Rights, and Liberties of the Sub- \ 
ject, the Nation has already declared what 
they are to expect, in the Inſtance of Kin 
James VII. from whom the Crown was tranſ- 
ferred to the Prince of Orange, by the harmo- 
tous Conſent of the three Kingdoms. 

It would be needleſs to ſpend Time, in 
proving a Matter of Fact fo notourly known, 

Q 2 that 
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that there is no other Sucreſſor, by the Conſti- 604 
tution of this Kingdom, but a 8 ucceſſor in Office, 6 ( 
who. may alſo be the next Heir of the preceed- « x 
ing Sovereign, providing the Politick Body make 66 ] 
no Oppoſition thereumto; and therefore it is « t 
impoſſible any other Kind of Succeſſor can be « 4 
meant in the Burgeſs Oath 72 : 
The Manner how a Nation makes Choice of 8 
a Family, fo as to anſwer the great Ends of ther 
Political Society or Government, is excellently 
well expreſſed by Rut herfoord in his Lex Rex, , 
p- 68. As a Perſon is choſen to be a King 
<< over a People, fo a Family or Houſe may 
<< be choſen, and a Kingdom at firſt chooſing 
<< a Perſon to be their King, may alſo tye 
<< themſelves to chooſe the Firft-born of his 
cc Body: But as they transfer their Power to 
<<. the Father for their own Safety and Peace, 
„ the ſame Way they tye themſelves to his 
„ WFirſt- born; — and if his Firſt- born ſhall be an 
Idiot or a Fool, they are not obliged, to 
make him King; for the Obligation to the 
«© Son can be no greater than the Obligation 
<< to the Father.“ Accordingly the Author of 
' Hind let looſe, ſhews from Buchanan, p. 332. 
That this Nation made Choice of thoſe who 
were moſt fit for Government in the Fergu/ian 
| Family, till the Days of Kenneth III. when the 
Parliament ſettled the Succeſſion unto the ne! 
in Line, but under ſuch Limitations by Law, 
as to preclude the Succeſſion of Fools or Mon- 
ſters, © and preſerve the People's Liberty to 
ſhake off the Yoke, when 3 ſhould 
be thereby introduced. Henke the ſame Au- 
thor ſays, p. 386. That the Succeſſion on 
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te be reſounded upon the People's Choice and 
« Conſtitution : And who appointed the li- 
« neal Succeſſion, and tied the Crown to the 
Line, but they? It is then, at the beft, 
the Patrimony of the People, by the funda- 
«© mental Law of the Kingdom, conferred up- 
on the Succeſſor by Conſent.” oF 

Since this is the Caſe, the Queſtion is, Whe- 
ther is it Jawful to ſwear to a Succeſſion qua- 


| ified as above? Or, which is the ſame Thing, 


Whether is it lawful for a Perſon to ſwear, 
that he ſhall bear leal and true Alegiance to as 
many Sovereigns, as ſhall be ſet up in his Life- 
time, with the Conſent of the Nation or oy 
whereof he is a Member? Any, at fir 

View, may eaſily ſee, that the very Nature 


of the Thing requires that it ſhould be fo: 


For, by the ſame Rule, whereby a Man is 
bound to give Obedience to the lawful Com- 
mands of the preſent Sovereign, he is bound 
likewiſe, if in Life, to give Obedience to 
the lawful Commands of his Succeſſars, ad- 
vanced to the royal Dignity by the Conſent 
of the Nation or Society whereof he is a Mem- 
ber. And this View, all our A/emblies be- 
tween 1638 and 1650 had of this Matter, as 
might be ſhewed from the Tenor of their Lei- 
ters and Supplications to the King during that 

Period, 
They were' indeed far from being for the 
Principle of Indefeafible Hereditary Right ; 
they knew the ancient Conſtitution of the 
Kingdom, and the Nature of human Society 
better, than to be of ſuch a ridiculous Prin- 
ciple : But, at the ſame Lime, they were for a 
DuUC- 


— 


— 


— — —— 
- "> COS. te CT WV aac. — ͤG— AE. U — - 
FY 3 * Lt 2 g N n A - U £ 
" "We +» 
— — 2 * 


— 


—_ 44 
— — ͤ 


L 
2 — 
- 
o 


rr 
: 2 ? 
* 


1 
Serxation' in the Family then reigning, as being 
ancient! agreed upon with the conſent of the 


whole Nation; and this they were for, under 


| ſuch ſolemn Declarations, as were very near 


equal to a ſwearing to it. Aſſembly's Letter to 


| the King 1640. As we do from our Hearts 


© abominate and deteſt that horrid Fact of the 
«© $2faries, againſt the Life of your Royal 
«© Father, our late Sovereign, ſo it is the un- 
© feigned and earneſt Deſire of our Souls, 
*© that the ancient Monarchical Government 
** of theſe Kingdoms may be eſtabliſhed and 
«flouriſh in your Majeſty's Perſon all the 
* Days of your Life, and be continued in your 
*© Royal Family; which, by divine Providence, 
“ hath, without Interruption, reigned over us 
* and our Predeceſſors for ſo many Genera- 
tions, ſince the Time that we were a King- 
„ dom: And there is Nothing, under the 
„ Glory of God, and Cauſe of our Lord Je- 


„ ſus Chriſt, 0% which we do more heartily 


ſolicite the Throne of Grace, or would 
more readily expoſe unto Hazard, all that 
is dear unto us in the World, then for 


* this. And it is plain, that the So/emn 
League, takes in the Intereſt of the Succeſſion 


in the above Senſe; one of the Ends of enter- 


ing into it, next unto the Glory of God, and 


the Advancement of the Kingdom of Chriſt, 
being ** the Honour and Happineſs of the King's 
% Majeſty and Pofterity: ” Accordingly in 
the Act approving the Solemn League and Co- 
venant, Aug. 19th 1643. The Aſſembl) 
„ did —all, with one Voice, approve and em- 


i *6 brace ho ſame, as the moſt powertul Mean, 
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„by the Bleffing of God, for ſettling and 
e preſerving the true Proteſtant Relition, — 
„and for eſtabliſhing his Majeſty's Throne to 
all Ages and Generations.“ 1 
There are three Qpjections that the Inquirer 
moves againſt ſwearing to a Succeſſion, pag. 
55. (I.) That it binds to the Heirs of the 
Family, if they be Proteflants, whether they 
de otherwiſe qualified for Government or not. 
Anſw. By no Means, for the Repreſentatives 
of the Nation, who laid on the Reſtriction of 
$, being Protelant, can as eaſily paſs them by, 
nt if they be ' Fools or Idiots. 2. He ſays that the 
nd Swearer to the Succeſhon — is an Approver 
he of the incorporating Union, and the afore- 
ur * ſaid Acts and Oath (viz. The Acts impoſ- 
ing the Abjuration Oath and the Oath it-. 
© ſelf) in Regard by theſe only the Family of 
Hanover is provided to the Crown of Scot- 
* land.” Anſio. The Burgeſs Oath has nd 
Manner of Relation to theſe Acts, nor can re- 
duplicate upon them, in Regard it has ſtood in 
the ſame Shape wherein it is at preſent, up- 
wards of an hundred Years, before any of theſe 
Acts bad a Being. Befides, it is a Queſtion, 
whether-a Man may not ſwear to a Succeſſion 
in a Family by the Conſent of the Nation, 
without approving of every Thing in theſe Acts 
where the Succeſſion is ſecured. Did our Re- 
formers in the Year 1638, approve of every 
Thing in theſe As whi they cite at the End 
of the "National Covenant, to juſtify their Pro- 
cedure ?-' 3. He aſks, *< Whether it be agree- 
able to Scripture and Reaſon to ſwear Alle- 
* giance tõ the. Succeſſors of any King, _ 
þ vi t ey 
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' © they. have a Moral, as well as a Natural , 
'«« Exiſtence?” that is, Till they be aQually t 
inveſted with royal Authority by the Conſent 1 . 
of the Nation. nſw. There is nothing con- 4 
trary to Scripture ot Reaſon herein, when it * 
5 ſtrictly provided, as in the preſent Caſe, th 

That the Succeſſion is to take Place only with 
the Conſent of the Nation For, according to 
Rutherfoord in his Lex Rex, pag. 757. Fre- 
** quent Elections of a King, at the Death of 
every Prince, may have by Accident, and 
v thro? the Corruption of our Nature, bloody 
and tragical Sequels, and to eſchew theſe, 
People may tye and oblige their Children 
to choiſe one of the firſt- born, Male or Fe- 
male, as in Scotland or England, of ſuch a 
Line; But — the Poſterity are tyed to that 
Line Conditionally, fo as the Firſt- born, cæ- 
*© teris paribus, be qualified, and have an Head 
F< to fit at the Helm.?* Dr. Sanderſon on the 
Obligation of Oaths, pag. 73. is of Opinion 
that Dignity doth not change with Perſons ; if 
any Subject or Soldier ſhould ſwear Fidelity to 
a King or Commander of an Army, the Oath 
is alſo made to the Succeſſors in the ſame Dig- 
mity: But ſtill it is under the Limitations and 
Reſtrictions, formerly mentioned, which that 
learned Author and others make neceſſary in 
all promiſſory Oaths, Nor is there any Dan- | 
ger here with a Reſpect unto the, Succeſſor, on thi 
when the Conſent. of the People is always ſup- he all; 
poſed to take Place: And as to Tyr@nny, i and CC 
the very Nature of Things, it diveſts a Mas ent! 
of royal Authority. It is quite foreign to the Fr of 


preſent Argument, in the Iaguir er to adduct 
wor 8 | _ the may | 


* * 


A 


Wi i he 


the civil Part of our Covenants literally, an 


lity, that the above limited Succeſſion will take 
Place, by the ancient and preſent Conſtitution 
of this Kingdom. „ 
| There is only an Obſerve or two more that 
may be made upon this Part of the Inquiry. | 
Fit, The Inquirer condeſcends to ſubmit 
it, pag. 556. Whether, as all created Power 
whatever is circumſcribed by the Laws of 
God, an indefinite Oath of Allegiance can 
© be lawfully ſworn to any earthly Sovereign 
© whatever.” The Verdict of every Body up- 
on this Submiſſion, will readily be, that ſince 
he allows, that all created Power whatever, 


aments (which are a created Power) are ctr- 
cumſcribed by the Laws of God, then, even ac- 
cording to him, an indefinite Oath of Allegiance” 
may be lawfully ſworn to any earthly Sove- 

P tegn; 


% * 
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the Paſſage he quotes of the Aſſociate Preſbj< 
items Act againſt Mr.-Nairn, pag. 40. of that 
Act: For the Preſbytery neither there, nor any 
' where elfe, ſpeak a Word againſt Surceſſion in 
the above limited Senſe; they are only expo- 
ſing the Opinion of thoſe who are for 8 


alſo without any Application to the preſent 
Civil Magiſtrate, but with Application only to 
a religious and covenanted Magiſtrate; when 
God in his Providence ſhall be pleaſed to give One. 
It is with Reſpect to a Magiſtrate of this kind. 
who may afterwards, and perhaps never be, 
that the Preſbytery ſay, It is ſoon enough to 
© avouch one's Principle and Duty anent that 
* Magiſtrate when once he has a Being in the 
„World:“ But there is all moral Probabi- 


and conſequently the Acts and Laws of Parli- 


3 eign; becauſe in this Caſe-corrupt Laws can ing 
= be no longer the Meaſure of Obedience, or of Eſſe 
>. ' Oaths; all human Laws are circumſcribed by one 
4 the Laws of God, and are no way obligatory, is a 
it contrary thereunto: The Inguirer is ſound Han 
enough here for once, but, at the ſame Time, redu 

_ he has effedually, tho' perhaps inadvertently, can | 
EF —  ' refuted himſelf in the main Strain of his Rea- the d 
ſoning through his Book, wherein he labours on tt 
; to make all Allegiances to reduplicate upon itſelf 
} the preſent Laws whether Good or Bad. upon 
Again, He ſtates an Objection of his own the R 
framing, page 57. The Allegiance in the Alleg 
* Burgeſs Oath is a ſimple Allegiance, which on N 


©« of its own Nature reduplicates upon the in the 
5 ſtanding Laws as its Rule, but the moſt e- whicl 
eminent Divines, as Mr. James Durbam, be vet 
„Mr. James Fraſer, and others, have owned Fu 


ce the Lawfulneſs of a ſimple Oath of Allegi- a ſimp. 
WIRES | > 
But did ever theſe eminent Divines affert, IM has t. 
that a /emple Allegiance of its own Nature redu- ** fro 
plicated upon the flanding Laws as its Rule? “ tha 


r, did ever any Man of common Senſe aſ- * Mc 
| ſert it, before the [nguirer ; and at the ſame eth 
= Time aſſert, as he does, that the Allegiance “ vai 


in the Burgeſs Oath is not fimple or plain, would 
in as much as it reduplicates upon nothing Il Vaths 
| d expreſly?“ How can it of its own Nature, ¶ which 
” -— reduplicate upon the „landing Laws as its Rule, counta 
and yet reduplicate upon nothing exprefly* Lripti 
How can it be ſaid to reduplicate upon nothing to con, 
expreſly ,- and yet in the mean Time according Wain ſu 
to him, of zts own Nature to reduplicate upon eontra 
the landing Laws:; that is, to have the ſtand- Allegi; 
£ | ing : 


4 


E 
ing Laws ſo inſeparable from its Nature and 
Eſſence, that a perſon cannot think upon the 
one without thinking upon the other? This 
is a plain Contradiction. Upon the other 
Hand, . If the Allegiance in the Burgeſs Oath 
reduplicate upon Nothing without itſelf, what 
can be more ſimple? very Reaſon why 
the State Allegiance is ſcrupled at by ſome, is not 
on the Account of the Words in the Allegiance 
itſelf, but becauſe it is ſuppoſed to reduplicate 
upon an A, which is thought to impoſe it in 
n the Room of our Covenants. Now fince the 
e Allegiance in the Burgeſs Oath reduplicates up- 
h on Nathing expreſy, it muſt certainly be taken 
in the plain and common Senſe of the Words, 
which the Inquirer himſelf owns elſewhere to 
be very Good. 1 75-2 | : 
Further, As the foreſaid Divines were for = 
a ſimple Allegiance, ſo he infinuates, that herein = 
| they were not the Followers of Chriſt: For he 
t, has the Aſſurance to ſay, „80 far was He 
1 from giving Countenance to ſuch Oaths, 
? WW © that, as Auguſtin faith on theſe Words, 
ſ- Matth. v. 33. Swear not at all, he dehort- 
ne eth them rather than ſwear raſhly, or in 
ce “ vain, not to ſwear at all.” Hereby he 
in, would inſinuate, that our Lord was againſt all 
ng [WW Oaths of Allegiance however. ſimple; than 
re, which nothing can be more daring and unac- 
le, Ncountable. Does he imagine that the above 
Jy? Leripture, ſwear not at all, muſt be wreſted 
ing to condemn a fimple Allegiance as raſh and 
ing [ain (wearing; merely upon his ridiculous ſelf- 
pon Neontradictory Aﬀertion, viz. that a ſimple 
nd- [Allegiance of its own Nature reduplicates up- 
ing : of on 
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on the ſtanding Laws as its Rule, and yet re- 
duplicates upon' Nothing expreſly ? But after 
all, 'our Lord peremptorily injoins, to render 
unta Cæſar the Things which are Ceſar's; and, 
to be ſure, Obedience to the lawful Com- 
mands of Cæſar is among the Things thut are 
Cz/ar's: And accordingly the Larger Cate- 
chiſm quotes this very Text for the Maintainance 
of the Perſon and Authority of our Superiors in 
the Commonwealth, N. 127. So much 
for the Allegiance in the Burgeſs Oath. 

This . having ſwell'd far beyond the 
Bulk at firft intended, there is but little Room 
left for what was propoſed to be handled in 


SECT. II. 


Anent the AzTICLEs in the Burgeſs Oat), 
relative to the Privileges of the BuxGns 
in PARTICULAR, | 


Cn, 


J. N ENT Subjection to the Provoſt and 
Ky, Baillies of the Burgh. This -rticle, 
ſays the Tuquirer, make the Swearer one 
&© with the Burgh as ſuch,” If there be 
any Senſe in this Objetron, which is fo my 
cal, it muſt have been a Sin in Paul to have 
been a Citizen of Tarſus, which had the Pri 
vilege of the Roman Freedom; for certainly he 
was one with that Burgh, in the ſame Senſe 

at other Citizens or 'Burgeſſes were. And 
with Reſpect unto the Subſection being wn{m 


former] 
ditions 


ted, it has been already anſwered. | fory Oa 
II. Anent Burgeſſes obliging themſelves to fir Beſides, 
fify end defend the Town Officers with their . Magi 


ar 


GHS 


and 
ticle, 
one 
re be 
2 
have 

Pri- 
ily he 
Senſe 

And 
nlini- 


to Fg 
ir be- 
ul 


E 405; 
dies and Goods. Hereby, he ſays, they ““ make 
«+ themſelves the Servants of Men, yea, Slaves 
« to Town Officers.” But he ſhould re- 
member, that Town 
executing the Orders of the Magiſtrate; and 
a refuſing to defend them in this Caſe, is a re- 


fuſing to defend the Magiſtrate himſelf,” who | 
has a Title to our Aſſiſtance with our Bodies 


and Goods, by the Law of God and Nature, 
when he calls for it in' the Miniftration of Ju- 
ſtice and Puniſhment of Vice, Larger Cate- 
c<hi/m, Queſt. 127. 

III. Anent Burgeſſes obliging themſelves not 
to purchaſe Lordjhips, &c. As to this it is not 
ealy to ſec it to be a Violation of the Eighth 
Command, as the Inquirer alledges ; becauſe if 
the preſent outten Lord be willing, or be oblig- 
ed to ſell his Tenements within the Burgh, he 
can be no Loſer, if the Burgh give him as much 
for them, as any other; eſpecially as it will 
be granted that it is more for the Intereſt of the 
Community, that the Burgh have them than 
any private Burgeſs, 


IV. Anent Burgeſſes obliging themſelves to pay 


Taxes, and to perform Watching, Warding, &c. 
as commanded by the Magiſtrates. All that the 
Inquirer advances upon this Head amounts ta 
this, that it is blind Obedience, —the Ma- 
* giftrates Pleaſure muſt be to Burgeſſes in- 
* itead of their Bibles,” &c. But what was 
4 ſaid, anent the Limitations and Con- 
ditions that ate to be underſtood in all promiſ- 
ſery Oaths, is a ſufficient Anſwer to all this. 


Beſides, the Scripture Precepts anent Obedience | 


to Magiſtrates are fully as unlimited, Rom. xiii, 1. 


Tit, 


Officers are conſidered. as 


* 
* 
39 
7 
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% 
k 
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5. iii. J. Pututhem in mind—=to obey Me 

rates. 

V. Anent Burg 77 obliging themſelves not to 
e thing to the Liberties of the 

Burgb. & ax the Inquirer, Jo the lawful 

„ ſwearing hereof it is ſuppoſed, that the 

© << Swearer knows all theſe Liberties.” Arnſw. 

- Whatever Objection this may be in the Mind 

» _» of: the Swearer, it can be none againſt the 

Oath, otherwiſe. it wou!:! follow, that our 

e National Covenants are unlawful, if any have 

ſworn them ignorantly ; Particularly, that the 

Salem League was an, unlawful Oath, if any 

- that ſwore it did not know all the Liberties 
and Privileges of. the Parliament ; which was 
one of the Objections of the Prelati/?s againſt 

it, with whom it ſeems the Inquirer has been 

conſulting all along. But Mr. Crofton in his 
Fetters,. pag againſt an Objection of this 
kind, ſays, _— preſume many Citizens have 

little, and but general Notion of the Liber- 
ties they ſwear. to preſerve, yet they are 

„ judged to ſwear in] udgment.“ See the 

3 from Durbam in the Title Page of 

this Review... 

VI. Anent Burgeſs obliging themſelves 1 
pay a 7 MulF, , as- often as they breat 
their Oath. 1. He lays, It is ſuppoſed here, 

<« that the Oath ſhall be broken often, but it 

_ ©©. Jooks very irreligious to ſwear an Oath with 

%a Suppoſition of breaking it.“ Anſw. If he 

| means that the Swearer ends to break his 

Oath often, nothing can be more uncharita- 

ble and injurious: But if be means only, that 


it is poſſible the Swearer may break his * ; 
| who 


— 


f 


= 4 a# Y — 
* | 
- * ' 
| [ 8 
, N i. 


ho can deny it of any Man living? But then, 


it is far from being irreligious in a Man to 
ſwear an Oath under a holy Fear and Jealou- 
ſy of himſelf that he may poſſibly. break it, 


2. He ſays, No Penalty is expreſſed but a+ 
« pecuniary one,—the Burgeſs —is at Liber- 
66 ty to break his Oath if he my 10071. Scots. 
Anſw: It is the Magiſtrates Buſineſs to deal on- 


ly in Civil! Penalties. Moreover, the Oath 
by no Means gives the Burgeſs a Liberty 
to break it, upon Payment of the Money : 


The Sum 1s only therein agreed upon to be. 
paid to the common Affairs of the Town, 


to prevent Incroachment upon the com- 


mon Good thereof, by violating any of the 
Articles ſworn to for the Security and Pre- 


ſervation of it; and it will be hard to prove 


this ſinful. There was a Civil Penalty n the 
National Covenant, diz. The Pains con- 
tained in the Laws,” 3. He ſays the Penalty 


bears no Proportion to the Crime. Ynſw. The 
Penalty is not excluſrve of whatever el/e the 
Crime may deſerve, both here and hereafter. 


Lafily, He ſays, ** The ſwearing of this Oath 


dy the Awe of a ſmall Sum of Money, and 
not by the Awe' of the great and dreadful 
Name, The Lord our God, feems unwor- 
thy of every intelligent Burgeſs,” nſw. 
God himſelf is ſworn by in this Oath, ather- 
ways it could not properly be an Oath s But 
In the mean Time, the 1 


hrone of God, when be infinuates, thit this 
Vath is ſworn under the Awe of the Money, 


od interpoſed therein. - » 
. 0 , P. 8. 


* 


nquirer uſurps the 


ad not under the Awe of the great Name of 


— 


, 


- K * 
. 
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P. S. After ſeveral of the former "Sheets wer 
Printed off, I was put in Mind, that Thad, in h Jormg 
 Keview, paſt a Cenſure upon) anonymous Pamphlet 
=: 5 (altho', in ſome Caſes, the Rules of Prudence ant 
Pecency, may require the Author's Name to he cor 
cceeal'd;) and knowing that there are not a few w! 
AJiſtegard ſuch Writings, Specially in Matters 

þ © * "Controverſy, where the Author lies hid: I ha 

| = therefore, tor theſe Reaſons, at length retbive 

"© quite contrary to to my-firſt Deſign; to take wit 
And acknowledge thisPerformance, ſuch as it is; al 
1 likewiſe look upon myſelf as bound in Juſtice, 

_— -__ own, in this publick Manner (tho? intirely witha 
| | His Knowledge) that I have been ſingularly obliged 
the Keverend Mr. M' Cura, for ſeveral Thoughts a 
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| Qudtationstherein. | 5 | 

In Cale anyhould miſtake what I have faid, pas 

'in_thets Words, © Granting that the Clauſe int 

. — .* Burgeſs Cath anent Religion, was framed bet 

. +" theAetinnal Covenant, yet after ſwearing the 6 

4 Covenant, all other Oaths anent Religion” v 
„ furelſ to be regulated and explained, according 
* the {aid National Oath,” as if I had ſnappered 

do the /nfuirer's Side, by allawing the Gnpy 
$ Sente of the ſtanding Laws tobe the Sweoter's R 
The Rzader will ealily ſee; that the Caſe is not 
-rallel; ſor, to be fure, after ſwearing the Vat) 
Cpbenaßt, which was done by all Ranks in the Ki 
: dom, the Meaning of the true Religion in the Bury 
Gath, Hehgved 2 the fame, with that which B 

geſſes had ſworn to, in the forefaid National Covent 
nor could it be otherways, without fuppoling th 
to take contradictory Oaths. © 
Ihape laboured to advance nothing but what 
peared to me to be Truth in the whole of this Ma 
and if what has been ſaid, ſhall tend to compoſe 
Differehce upon this Qgeſlion, which I could willi 
never deen broached, all my Toil and Pains at 


| dundantly compenſateq AI e 
arch 24th 1747. 2 JU 2 On, 
& e 
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